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RECOMMENDATIONS-

COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP /STAFFE’S /PLANNING COMMISSION

Project Manager must complete the following information for the Council docket:

CASE NO. 51076

STAFF’S
DENY the appeal and UPHOLD the Planning Commission’s decision to approve the Stebbins Residence, project No.

51676; Certify Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) and adopt Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
(MMRP); approve Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and Site Development Permit (SDP) o aliow the demolition of
the existing duplex, and the construction of a new three-story single family residence above a basemenf garage, and to
allow for a deviation from the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas.

PLANNING COMMISSION (List names of Commissioners voting yea or nay)

ABSTAINING: (Vacant)

TO: Approve Coastal Development Permit, Site Development Permit, Centify Mitigated Negative Declaration, and
adopt associated MMRP. - '

COMMUNITY PLANNING GROUP

LIST NAME OF GROUP:

No officially recognized commurnity planning group for this area.

Community Planning Group has been notified of this project and has not submitied a recommendation.

v Community Planning Grouia has been notified of thisrproj ect and has not taken a pbsition. '

Comﬁnity Planning Group has recommended ai:-pr;)val of this préj ect. |

Commimity Planning Group has recommended denial of this project.

This is a matter of City-wide effect. The following community group has taken a position on the jtem:
In favor: 4

Opposed: 4 - By Laila Iskandar
Project Manager
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TO: Honorable Mayor and City Councilmembers _ e i
FROM: - City Attomey
SUBJECT:

Issuance of a Site Development Permit for the Stebbins Residence, Project
No. 51076

INTRODUCTION

On March 1, 2007, the Planning Commission approved a Coastal Development Permit [CDP]
and Site Development Permit [SDP], certified the Mitigated Negative Declaration [MND] and
adopted a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program [MMRP] for the Stebbins Residence—
a project involving the demolition of an existing single-story duplex and the construction of a
1,749 square-foot three-story single-family residence on a 2,500 square-foot lot. A.Site
Development Permit is needed because the project includes a request fo deviate from the
applicable Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations to allow a portion of the new
structure to be located below the base flood elevation for below grade parking (subterranean two-
car garage with storage area). The property is located within a 100 year floodplain and is within
a Special Flood Hazard Area [SFHA]. See San-Diego Municipal Code [SDMC]

sections 143.0110 Table 143-01A, 126.0504(a)(b)(c} & (d) and 143.0150(a) & (b); Staff Report.
to Planning Commission, Report No, PC-07-010 (January 30, 2007),

On or about March 14, 2007, the determination of the Planning Commission was appealed to
City Council. A hearing is currently scheduled for June 19, 2007, at which time the City Council
will be asked to decide whether to grant or deny the appeal. Pursuant to San Diego Municipal
Code section 112.0508(c), grounds for appeal of this Process Four Decision may include:

1. Factual Error. The statements or evidence relied upon by the
decision maker when approving, conditionally approving, or
denying a permit, map, or other matter were inaccurate;

2.

New Information. New information is available to the applicant or
the interested person that was not available through that person’s
‘reasonable efforts or due diligence at the time of the decision;

In Relation to the Appeal of the Planning Commission's Decision to Approve the -
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Findings Not Supported. The decision maker’s stated findings to
approve, conditionally approve, or deny the permit, map, or-other
matter are not supported by the information provided to the

- decision maker; ' :

4, Conflicts. The decision to approve, conditionally approve, or deny
the permit, map, or other matter is in conflict with a land use plan,
a City Council policy, or the Municipal Code; or

5. Citwwide Significance. The matter being appealed is of citywide
significance.

On appeal of the Mitigated Negative Declaration, the City Council, per Section 112.0520(d),
shall, by majority vote:

1. Deny the appeal, uphold the environmental determination and
adopt the CEQA findings of the previous decision-maker, where
appropriate; or

!Q

Grant the appeal and make a superceding environmental
determination or CEQA findings; or

2

Grant the appeal, set aside the environmental determination, and
remand the matter to the previous decision-maker, in accordance
with section 112.0520(f), to reconsider the environmental
determination that incorporates any direction or instruction the
City Council deems appropriate.

One of the issues on appeal is whether the Federal Emergency Management Administration
[FEMA] Regulations, Section 60.6{a} of Title 44 of the Code of Regulations [44 CFR
Section 60.6(a}] (and as expressly referenced in Council Policy 600-14}, apply to this project;
-and if so, whether these standards have been complied with. See Report To City Council,
May 16, 2007, Report No. 07-091. In determining whether to approve the Site Development
Permit for this project, the Planning Commission did not make the findings of 44 CFR
Section 60.6(a), which are identified in Council Policy 600.14."

: Although normally the Development Services Department [DSD] makes a written recommendation to City
Council on appeal, DSD is not required to do so in every case. Section 112.0401(b) only requires a written
recommendation where feasible. Given the nature of this appeal and the determinations to be made based upon the
applicability of federal standards to these particular facts {e.g. exceptional hardship), it may not be feasible for DSD
to make a writien recommendation at this time.
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QUESTION PRESENTED

Do the ﬁndmgs of 44 CFR Section 69.6(a) (as incorporated into Council Policy 600-14) need to
be made in order to approve an SDP for this project?

SHORT ANSWER

Yes. The findings of 44 CFR Section 69.6(a) (as incorporated into Council Policy 600-14) need
to be made in order to approve an SDP for this project.

LEGAL ANALYSIS

Under FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program [NFIP], the City of San Diego qualifies for
the sale of federally-subsidized flood insurance if the City adopts and enforces its floodplain
management requirements that meet or exceed the minimum NFIP standards and requirements.
See 44 CFR Section 59.2(b) and Part 60. The City’s floodplain management requirements must,
at a minimum, be designed to reduce or avoid future flood, mudslide (i.e., mudflow} or flood-
related erosion damages and must include effective enforcement provisions. See FEMA’s
Floodpiain Manugemen! Requiremenis A Siudy Guide and Desk Reference for Local Officiais,

Page 5-4.

FEMA Regulations [44 CFR Section 60.6(a)] expressly identify the procedures for communities
to follow when granting a variance, or in this case a deviation:

1. Variances shall not be issued by a community within any
designated regulatory floodway if any increase in flood levels
during the base flood discharge would result;

[

Variances may be issued by a community for new construction and
substantial improvements to be erected on a lot of one-half acre or
less in size contiguous to and surrounded by lots with existing
structures constructed below the base flood level, in conformance
with the procedures of paragraphs (a)(3), (4), (5) and (6) of this
section;

(03]

Variances shall only be issued by a community upon

i a showing of good and sufficient cause,

i1, a determination that failure to grant the variance
would result in exceptional hardship to the
applicant, and

iii. a-determination that the granting of a variance will
not result in increased flood heights, additional
threats to public safety, extraordinary public
expense, create nuisances, cause fraud on or
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victimization of the public, or conflict with existing
local laws or ordinances;

4. Variances shall only be issued upon a determination that the
variance is the minimum necessary, considering the flood hazard
to afford relief;

3

5. A community shall notify the applicant in writing over the
signature of a community official that

i. the issuance of a variance to construct a structure
below the base flood level will result in increased
premium rates for flood insurance up to amounts as
high as $25 for $100 of insurance coverage and

il. such construction below the base flood level
increases risks to life and property. Such
notificafion shall be maintained with a record of all
variance actions as required in paragraph (a)(6) of
this section; and

6. A community shall (i) maintain a record of all variance actions,
including justification for their issuance, and (ii) report such
variances issued in its annual or biennial report submitted to the
Administrator.

FEMA interprets these requirements to mean that, “[a] review board hearing a variance request
must not only follow procedures given in the NFIP criteria, it must consider the NFIP criteria in
making its decision.” See FEMA’s Floodplain Management Requirements A Study Guide and
Desk Reference for Local Officials, Page 7-45. In interpreting its own standards, FEMA has
provided guidance to assist communities in determining whether the applicant for a project has
demonstrated good and sufficient cause and hardship to justify a deviation:

Good and sufficient cause. The applicant must show good and
sufficient cause for a variance. Remember, the variance must pertain
to the land, not its owners or residents. Here are some common
complaints about floodplain rules that are NOT good and sufficient
cause for a variance:

The value of the property will drop somewhat.

It will be inconvenient for the property owner.

The owner doesn’t have enough money to comply.

The property will look different from others in the neighborhood.
The owner started building without a permit and now it will cost a
lot to bring the building into compliance.
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Hardship. The concept of unnecessary hardship is the comerstone of
all variance standards. Strict adherence to this concept across the
country has limited the granting of variances.’

The applicant has the burden of providing unnecessary hardship.
Reasons for granting the variance must be substantial; the proof must
be compelling. The claimed hardship must be exceptional, unusual
and peculiar to the property involved. Financial hardship, '
inconvenience, aesthetic considerations, physical handicaps, personal
preferences or the disapproval of one’s neighbors do not qualify as
exceptional hardships.

The local board must weigh the applicant’s plea of hardship against
the purpose of the ordinance. Given a request for a variance from
floodplain elevation requirements, the board must decide whether the
hardship the applicant claims outweighs the long-term risk to the
owners and occupants of the building would face, as well as the
community’s need for strictly enforced regulations that protect its
citizens from flood danger and damage.

When considering variances to flood protection ordinances, local
boards continually face the difficult task of frequently having to deny
requests from applicants whose personal circumstances evoke |
compassion, but whose hardships are simply not sufficient to justify
deviation from community-wide flood damage prevention
requirements.

See FEMA’s Floodplain Management Requirements 4 Study Guide and Desk Reference for
Local Officials, Pages 7-45 and 7-46.

Historically, the City of San Diego’s approved floodplain management requirements were a
combination of the City Municipal Code provisions, found at Sections 62.0423, 91.8901 and
101.0462, and Council Policy 600-14. Both Section 62.0423 and 91.8901 incorporated by
reference Council Policy 600-14. Afier the Land Development Code [LDC] was streamlined and
amended in January 2000, reference to Council Policy 600-14 was removed from the Municipal
Code. Council Policy 600-14, both before and after the January 2000 LDC amendments,

2 The requirement for demonstrating good cause and exceptional hardship before granting a deviation dates 10 1976.
- The federal regulatory history of 44 CFR Part 60 is found in the Federal Register at 40 Fed. Reg. 13419, 13420
{(March 26, 1975) and 41 Fed. Reg. 46961, 46962, 46966 and 46979 (October 26, 1976). “The proposed regulations
did not intend io set absolute criteria for granting of a variance, since it is the community which, after appropriate
review, approves or disapproves a request. Rather, the regulations support FIA’s authority to review the grounds on
which variances were granted and 1o take action (including action to suspend) where a pattern of variance issuances
indicates an absence of unusual hardship or just and sufficient cause. For example, in the instance of a community
issuing a variance for a structure to be erected on a lot exceeding one-half acre, the final rule reflects FIA s position
that the degree of technical justification required increases greatly and that exweme and undue hardship must be
shown.” 41 Fed. Reg. at 46966.
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identified the criteria for granting a variance consistent with FEMA Regulations 44 CFR-
Section 60.6(a). Although Council Policy 600-14 is no longer incorporated by reference into the
LDC, this Policy still remains in effect and, thus, City Council is subject to its terms. The last
" time Council Policy 600-14 was amended was in December 2000. In addition, Section
143.0145(d) of the LDC makes clear that “...all other applicable requirements and regulations of
FEMA apply to all development proposing to encroach into a Special Flood Hazard Area,
including both the floodway and flood fringe areas...” Therefore, the LDC on its fact
incorporates by reference the requirements of 44 CFR Section 60.6(a).

Because a Special Flood Hazard Area is considered an environmentally sensitive lands [ESL]
area, a Site Development Permit is necessary per SDMC section 126.0504(a) and (b). The
normal findings for a Site Development Permit for projects on ESLs are:

1. The proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable
land use plan;

2, The proposed devcloprhcnt will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety, and welfare;

3. The proposed development will comply with the applicable
regulations of the Land Development Code;

4. The site is physically suitable for the design and siting of the
proposed development and the development will result in
minimum disturbance to environmentally sensitive lands;

5. The proposed development will minimize the alteration of natural
land forms and will not result in undue risk from geologic and
erosional forces, flood hazards, or fire hazards;

6. The broposcd development will be sited and designed to prevent
adverse impacts on any adjacent environmentally sensitive lands;

7. The proposed development will be consistent with the City of San
Diego’s Multiple Spec1es Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea
Plan;

8. The proposed development will not contribute to the erosion of
public beaches or adversely lmpact local shoreline sand supply,
and

9. The nature and extent of mitigation required as a condition of the
permit is reasonably related to, and calculated to alleviate, negatlve
- impacts created by the proposed development.
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In addition to the above findings for a Site Development Permit, any deviation from the
Environmentally Sensitive Land Regulations where the project is within a Special Flood Hazard
Area also requires the following supplemental findings be made, pursuant to SDMC

section 143.0150(a) & (b), 126.0504(c) & (d):

1. There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the
potential adverse effects on environmentally sensitive lands;

2. The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief
from special circumstances or conditions of the land, not of the
‘applicant’s making;

3. The City Engineer has determined that the proposed development,
within any designated floodway will not result in an increase in
flood levels during the base flood discharge; and,

4. The City Engineer has determined that the deviation would not
result in additional threats to public safety, extraordinary public
expense, or create a public nuisance.

Therefore, in order to grant the deviation for this project under the Land Development Code, all
13 findings, as identified above, must be made, as supported by substantial evidence in the
record. One of the express requirements is that “the proposed development will comply with the
applicable regulations of the Land Development Code.” In as much as the LDC incorporates by
reference the FEMA standards, it is clear that FEMA standards will also apply to this project.
This would include the provisions of 44 CFR Section 60.6(a). Council Policy 600-14 further
demonstrates the need to ensure Section 60.6(a) is complied with before a deviation is granted
since it expressly identifies this FEMA regulatory criteria.

CONCLUSION

Among the many issues the City Council must consider in determining whether to grant or deny
“the appeal, the City Council must also decide whether substantial evidence in the record supports
the findings for granting a Site Development Permit, which includes the findings of 44 CFR
Section 60.6(a) of the FEMA Regulations (as incorporated by reference into the Land
Development Code and as expressly referenced in Council Policy 600-14).

MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, City Attorney

By / M:%D

Shirley R.|Edwards

Chief Deputy City Attorney
SRE:pev
MS-2007-7
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ATTENTION: Council President and City Council
Docket of May 22, 2007
SURBJECT: Stebbins Residence - Project No. 51076, Council District 2,
Process Four App=al

REFERENCE: Report to the Planning Commission No. PC-07-010 (Attachment 26)

REQUESTED ACTION: Should the City Council approve or deny an appeal of the
Planning Commission’s decision to approve a Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and
Site Development Permit (SDP) 1o allow the demolition of an existing duplex, and the
construction of 2 new three-story single family residence above a basement garage, with a
deviation from the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas?

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

1. DENY the appeal and UPHOLD the Planning Commission’s decision to
APPROVE Coastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site
Development Permit No. 389938,

[ R)

CERTIFY Mitgated Negative Declaration No. 51076, and ADOPT the
Mitigation, Monitoring, ané Reporung Program.

SUMMARY:

Plannine Commission Decision:

On March 1, 2007, the City of San Diego Planning Commission certified the Mitigated
Negative Declaration and approved the proposed project (Attachment 8). The unanimois
decision to approve the project was preceded by a February 8, 2007 hearing, wherein the .
Planning Commission directed the applicant to demonstrate and further clarify the flood-
proofing techniques employed in the project design. '

Appe=al Issues:
- On March 14, 2007, an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision wes filed asserting

factual error, confiict with other matters, findings not supported, new information, and city-
wide significance (Attachment 13). These issues are discussed further in this repor.
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Backeround:

The project is located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard within the Ocean Beach Precise
Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (Attachment 1). The Precise Plan
designates the .037-acre site and surrounding neighborhood for mult-family land wse et a
 maximum density of 25 dwelling units per acre (Attachment 2). The site is zoned RM 2-4
and subject 10 the applicable regulation of the Land Development Code (Attachment 4).

The single-story, 1,250 square-foot duplex was constructed in 1953, The project site 1s
surrounded by established multi-family residental developments to the west, east, south
and Ocean Beach Dog Park 1o the norihwest. The San Diego River is located

- approximately 630 feet 1o the north of the proposed development and the Pacific Ocean o
the west (Attachrnent 3). '

Project Description:

The project is requesting a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and a Site Development
Permit (SDP) in accordance with the City of San Diego Land Development Code to
demolish an existng single-story duplex and construct a three-story single-famnily residence
on & 2,500 square-foot lot. The project includes a request to deviate from the appiicable
Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) Regulations to allow a portion of the new structure

- hnl nnnnn Joe] x...-.i.-.l..:ra.\._l.....sﬁ P T s
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property. The Coastal Development Permit is reqguirad for the demolition and new
construction on the property and the Site Development Permit is required 1o allow for the
deviation to the ESL regujations’.

The proposed 1,749 square-foot single family residence would include an office, master
bedroom, two bathrooms and a patio on the first level; a Kitchen, dining room, living roorm,
bathroom and two decks on the second level; and a loft and a deck on the third-fioor level.
The project would also inciude a subterranean two-car garage with a storage area. The
design of the structure 1s a contemporary style utilizing clean straight lines, multple
building planes and Iacade articulations, large balconies and metal and glass accents
(Attachment 3). The proposed design would comply with all of the applicable
development regulations of the RM-2-4 Zone inciuding the 30-foot | D..l:n[ limit.

Whereas the new siructure may represent a notable change from that of the existing
structure and, would be dissimilar to the row of old duplexes, the design of the residence
would be consistent with new single-family homes throughout the Ocean Beach
community and compatible with adjacent two and three-sory structures in the
neighborhood. Likewise, the proposed residential soucture would be consisient with the
Ocean Beach Precise Plap that envisioned new and revitalized development, and the
project would conform to the Land Development Code regulations with the approval of the
appropriate development permits
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Communitv Plan Analvsis:

The project site is located on one side of 2 block consisting of 1-story dupiexes. The

chitectural stvle of the existung duplexes is virmally idenucal and has been determined
not to be nistorically significant. Many of the swuctures are dilapidated and in nesd of
repair/remodeling and the proposal would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Action
Plan's objective to “Renovate substandard and dilapidated property” (Residential Element)
and "Promote the continuation of an economically balanced housing market, providing for
all age grouns and family rypes” (Residential Element).

As originally submitted, the project included the demolition of the existing duplex and
construction of a 1,751 (original proposal) square-foot three-story dwelling and
subterranean parking garage. Staff initially had concerns regarding the bulk and scale
portravod in the first submital as it lacked the ofi-setiing planes and building amiculation
of the final design. The issue of bulk and scale was addressed when the applicant, after

eeting with staff, incorporated several design changes that served to further break down
the bulk of the original submitial in a manner that preserves the character of small-scale
residential development in the community.

The revised proj ect would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Precise Plan. " At three
stories, the project would be of 2 larcrc; scale than 1mm=a1atc]y surrounding development.
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immediate north of West Point Loma Boulevard. In addition, the project area is mapped
within the 100-year ﬂoodolain and the resmctions on development within the ﬁoodplain
require that the first floor be 2 feet above the base flood elevation, which would effectively
render the ground floor umnhamtable for most properties in this area. This condition and
the RM-2-4 zone requirement that 25 percent of FAR be utilized for parking led the
applicant to waterproof the garage in order 10 avoid having part of the ground fioor level
devoted 1o parking, which, in turn, would have drastically reduced habitable space. The
project proposal includes a modest increase in square footage from 1,250 to 1,749 and the
applicant has submitred a design that 1s weli~articulated with pronounced step backs on
both the second and third stories which would enhance pedestrian orientation along the
public right-of-way. The third story roof is also slopad down in front to further break up
the scale of the proposal. Further, the proposal observes the thirty-foot height limit of the
Coestal Overlay Zone.

Staff concluded that the proposed design tvmﬁes ‘small-scale” low-density development
and would be consisient with both the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and the Action Plan goals
for redevelopment and owner occupied housing. This determination was based on the weli
articulated design which reduces the bulk of the structure and observes the Coestal Qverlay

eight limit while mindful of the site’s physical constraints and regulatory issues which
inciude the floodplain and zoning limitations on fioor area ratic,

The project is located berween the firsi public nghi-of-way and the ocean and thersfors
issues of coastal access (physical and wsual) must be addressed. The proposal would not
impact any physical access 1o the coast. In addition, there are no public view corridors
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identified in the area by either the Ocean Beach Precise Plan or the Ocean Beach Action
Plan. Nonetheless, the project would respect setback reguirements and a three foot view
corndor would be provided along the east and west sides of the properry through a deed
restriction to preserve views toward Dog Beach and the San Diego River.

Environmenrtal Analvsis:

The project site is within the 100 vear floodplain and is therefore considered
environmentally sensitive land. However, previous site grading and construction of the
existing duplex completely disturbed the site. The property is relatively flat with an
elevation of § feet above mean sez [evel. The site does not include any sensitive
topographical or biological resources and is neither within or adjacent 1o Multi-Habitar
Planning Area (MHPA) lands. A Mitdgated Negative Declaration dated November 2, 2006,
has been prepared for this project in accordance with State CEQA guidelines, and 2
Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program is required for Archasological Resources to
reduce any potential impacts 10 beiow a level of significance. )
The Ininal Study for the project also addressed g=ologic conditions, human health/public
safety, historical resources, and water quality. (Prior 1o preparing the Initial Smady, staff
aiso evaluated potential impacts in all of the issue areas listed in the MND's Inital Study
Checklist.)

Proiect-Related Issues:

Appeal Issues:

On March 14, 2007, an appeal wes filed by Mr. Randy Berkman, and Mr. Larry Watson
asserting factual error, conflict with other matters, and findings not supporied, new
information, and city-wide significance (Attachment 13). These issues are addressed
below in the approximate order they appear within the appeal and inciude staff’s response:;

Appeal Issue No. 1: Appellant asserts that the Council Policy 600-14 is not addressed in
the MND. R

Staff Response: The intent of Council Policy 600-14 is to promote the public health, |
safely ané general welfare, -and 1o minimize public and private losses due 1o flooding and
flood condinons in specific argas by regulating developmen: within Special Fiood Hazard
Areas: Council Policy 60C-14 was incorporated into the Land Development Code,
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Section (143.0145 and 143.0146) as z part of the 2000
Land Development Code update and is no longer in effect 25 a regulatory document.
Therefore, 1t is not necsssary to reference it in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Appeal Issue No. 2; Appellant claims that New Information was provided during the
nearing which wes not disclosed in the MND,

Staff Response: Development Services originally determined that the proposed project
could not be supported by staff. However, after consuliation with the City Engineer and

Page 4 01 10
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tarther review of the proposed water proofing, flood control methods and the structural
design of the project, staff concluded that the deviation 10 allow the building below the
base flood elevation could be favorably recommended to the decision maker. The
Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared and distributed for public review on
September 18, 2006. The environmental docurnent is based on the final project and
identified that the proposed project included a deviation for underground parking, There is
no CEQA reguirement for the lead agency to discuss project revisions that occurred
throughout the review process or how staff arrived at final project determinations prior w0
public review of the CEQA document

Appeal Issuz No. 3: Appellant claims that FEMA Technical Bulletin 6-93 "Strictly

Prohibits" parking under residence in Flood Plains. The appeal also states that FEMLA

‘Technical Bulietin 3-93 was improperly cited in the MND because it applies to non-
esidential structures.

Staff Response: The FEMA Technical Bulletins are not applicable to the project and staff
determined that the m‘oposed subterranean parking may be permitted with a Site
Development Permit requesting a deviaton io the Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL)
Regulations of the Land Development Code which are the basis for project review in a
Flood Plain. The staff determination was based on consultation with the City Engineer
after review of the Droposed dewatering and ﬂOOd-pTOOIlIl‘T tech.mques mcorporat=d into

o

uhe P“—’JW‘ and mads conditions of e St oov vxu'_pmuul. Pormit The fechnical bull Snns
- were not referenced in the MND but did appear in the previous Planning Commission
report.(Attachment 12) in an effort to represent how deviztions can be permitted with the
appropriate engineering technigues.

- App=al Issue No. 4: Appellant claims that potential consequences of approving
.sub-surface parkmg under residence in a flood plain, and that any new constuction
‘rnust comply with the requirements of Vol. 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations and
NFIP.

Siaff Response: New construction must comply with the applicable sections of the City of
San Diego Municipal Code and the Uniform Building Code. The Municipal Code
implements Chapter 44 of the Code of Federal Regulation which provides guidelines for
city regulations and the National Insurance Program.

Apveal Issue No, 3; Appellant asserts that the proposed project is inconsistent with
Ocean Beach Precise Plan, referring 10 illustration on page 116 of the Precise Plan.

Staff Response: The illustration on page 116 of the original Ocean Beach Precise Plan was
intended to illustrate what could be developed on typical lots, not to mandate a specific
development-tvpe. In addition, this provision was based on a prior 24 foot height limit of
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan which was amended in 1983 to 30 feet in conjunction with
the 30-foot height limit ininative. The proposed project would include undereround
parking, respect the required setbacks and provide additional step backs and a.rtzculatmn at
the second and third levels. Alternative designs with surface parking would likely require

Page 5 0of 10
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additional deviations 1o applicable development rncrulanons or produce undesirable box-
iike bulky structures that would be iniconsistent with the Ocean Beach Precise plan.

Appeal Issue No. 6: Appellant claims that evidence of visual impacts was not disclo sed in
the MIND.

Staff Response: As outlined on Page 4 of the Inital Study in the MND, conditions of the
permit include recording a deed resmiction preserving a three foot wide visual corridor
along the east and west property lines. In addition, the proposed second story of the
structure has been stepped back and the third floor has a sloped roof at a 3:12 piich. Please
refer to Figure 3 in the MND. Therefore, no impacts to visual guality would ocour.

The project was revised throughout the review process and incorporated several building
arnculation methods, in partcular increasing second story setoacks, to mitgate the
apparent bulk of the prior design. Staff has determined that the final design preserves and
enhances views from elevated public arees and those adjacent 1o the beaches, as much as
possible, given the allowed thirty foot height limit. Staif believes that the underground
parking confi guration allows the flexibility 10 increase setbacks that contribute 10 2 design
that protects coastal views. Staff determined that the combination of flood plain related
site constraints, the observance of setbacks, a well-articulated design with pronounced
econd and third-stow setbacks on front and rear elevations provides wsual interests and
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limit and would ensure that the proj ect would not adversely affect views from elevated
and/or beach areas or impact any phvsical access 1o the coast.  Finallv, the proposal would
be consistent with OB Precise Plan policy to, “‘Renovate substandard and dilapidated
property.” '

Appeal Issue No. 7. Appellant claims that the proposed project would also adversely affect

the following policy: “That yvards and coverage be adequate to insure provision of light and

air to surrounding properties, and that those requirements be more stringent wherz

necessary for buildings over two stories in height.. Proposal would cast shadows over
eighboring building/residence and impact air circulation...”

Staff Response: The development regulatons of the underlying RM-2-4 zone have
incorporated yard and setback reguirements to ensure that adequate light and air would be
available to surrounding properties. The proposed project would respect the setback
requirements of the RM-2-4 zone. Additionally, increased step backs would be provided
on the szcond and third stories which would further contribute to the provision of light and
2ir for surrounding properties.

Appgal Jssue No. 8 Appellant claims that evidence of cumulative impacts to
eighborhood character and loss of affordable housing/conilict with Ocean Beach Precise
Pla.n is not addressed in the MND,

Staff Response: The project i1s not deviating from the applicable development regulations
of the RM-2-4 Zone and therefore staff does not believe thers would be cumulative impacts
10 neighborhood character if surrounding properties developed in 2 manner consistent with
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the recommended density of the Precise Plan and in conformance with the allowable bulk
and scale ssiablished by the zone.

Coastal Overlay Zone Affordable Housing Replacement Regulauons of the City's Land
Development Code apply 1o demolition of residental swuctures with three or more
dwelling units. At one unit on the site, these regulanons would not apply to the project site.
In addition, the Ocean Beach Action Plan calls for the renovation of substandard and
dilapidated property of which the existing swucture qualifies.

The reconstuction of a single-famiiv residence does not consttute a supstantial impact to
affordable housing, nor would it create a displacement of housing.

Appeal Issue No. 9: Appeliant claims that the dewatering operation might cause settlement
or has potental impacts to adjacent properiies not addressad in the MND.

Staff Response: As outlined on page 5 of the Ininal Study, the contractor for the project
must compiy with Section 02140 of the City of San Diego Clean Water Program (CWP)
Guidelines which would protect adjacent properties dunng the dewatering process.
Therefors, no impacts wouid oceur.

Apneal Jssue No. 10: Appellant claims that almost without exception, FEMA requires
that babjtable strucrures (including basements/underground parking) be one foot
above the base flood)

Staff Resnonse: 44 CFR 60.6 Variances and Exceptions authorizes communities 1o grant
variances to the regulations set for in Sections 6C.3, 60.4, 60.5. As previcusly stated, the
City of San Diego adopted the Land Development Code in the vear 2000 and incorporated
Flood Plain management development criteria into the Environmenrtally Sensitve Lands

egulations section. The ESL Regulations permit deviations by the local authority with a
Site Development Permit. This determination has been confirmed by a FEMA Natural
Hazards Program Specialist of the Mingation Division.

Appeal Issue No. 11: Appeliant claims that Section 60.6(p)(2) states: "The administrator
shall prepare a Special Eavironmental Clearanceto determine whether the proposal for an
exception under paragraph (p)(1) of this section will have significant impact on the human
environment. '

Staff Response: This section does not apply to any iocel authority that has adonted Flood
Plain management regulations. Please refer to staff response of appzal issue 10 above.

Appeal Issue No. 12: Appellant claims that the Stebbins Resiaence does not mee: the
FEMA standards for grapting of a Variance for undergrounded parking of residence in the
floodplain (Exceptional hardship). ” ‘

Staff Response: Deviations 10 environmentally sensitive land which includes flood plains
are subject 10 and decided in accordance with the apphcabL regulatons of the Land
Development Code. FEMA standards for granting a varjance are incorporated into the
Land Development Code and implemented by the City of San Diego.
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Apnsal Issue No. 13: Appellant claims that devianons must not be supject 1o tidal
flooding. The Coastal Commission has required wave run up studies for redevelopment of
residencas which are Jocated on the final sweet before the beach as this project.

Staff Response: Properties supject 1o tidal flooding are identified on FEMA Maps as Zone
“V** whereas, this project lies within zone “A’ therefore, the project site is not considered
to be subject to tidal flooding.

" Appeal Issue No. 14: The appellant claims that the Retaining walls necessary 1o develop
the subterranean parking might be considered shoreline protection devices.

Staff Response: The retaining wealls are not shoreline proiecton devices. Shoreline
protection devises are normally associated with coastal beach and coastal bluiff erosion.
The projecs site is not located on the beach or bluff and thersfore does not require a
protective device. The retaining walls are 2 part of the garage structure and necessary for
the proposed construciion.

Avpeal Issue No. 15: The appellant claims that the Findings required to approve the
project are not supported citing conflict with FEMA requirements, City Council Policy
600-14 and the Land Development Code.

Qtaff Resnanse: Staff reviewed the ect in arith
regulations of the'Land Dpvniopm nt Code and determined that the draft findings
necessary 10 approve the project can be affirmed by the decision maker. It has bee
confirmed by FEMA staff that the City of San Disgo Land Development Code provides the
applicabie development regulations for deviations to projects located within the flood plain
and thai the ESL regulanions implement FEM A reguirements at the local level. Further, it
nas been determined that the technical aspects of Ciry Council Policy 600-14 have bes
incorporated into the Land Development Code as part of the 2000 Code update effort.
Therefore, staff belisves the project, including the deviation to allow a portion of the
structure below the base flood elevanon, 1s supported by tne draft findings.
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Am)ea] Issue No. 16: The appeal states that the City Enginesr dops not have the authority
to violate FEMA regularions as stated in section on why & FEMA Variance is not merited.

Staff Response: As previously stated, FEMA recogmizes the Ciry of San Diego Land

Development Code as the regulatory basis for development in the flood plam and has

confirmed tha: the decision making body of the local agency has the authority 10 approve

deviations consisteni with the ESL regulations. The Ciry Enginesr reviewed the proposed

project including the dewatering requirements and flood-proofing techniques and
ecommended to the decision maker that the project could bz supporied.

Apneal Issue No. 17. The appeal asserts that the Mitigated Negative Declaration cites
FEMA Technical Bulletin 3-93 for Non-Residential stuerures to justify approval of sub-
surface parking for 2 residential swucrure. '

Staff Response: This FEMA bulletin is not referenced in the MND. As praviously state d
the Technical Bulletin was cited’ in the previous Planning Commission report (Attachment

age B oflO
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12) in an sifort o represent how deviations can be permitted with the appropriate
engineering techniques.

Avneal Issue No. 18: Appeliant refers to 2 Local Coastal Program/CID Coastal Shoreline
Development Overlay Zone (Appendix B in Ocean Beach Precise Plan) which s,
"intended 1o provide iand use regulations along the coastiine area including the beaches,
bluffs, and land immediately landward thereof. Such regulations are intanded 10 be in
addinon and supplemental to the regulations of the underiving zone or zones, and where
the regulations of the CD Zone and the under!yving zone are inconsistent, THE
REGULATIONS OF THE CD ZONE SHALL APPLY."

Staff Response: This Overtay Zone, intended to provide additional land use regulations
along all shoreline properties, was developed as a "snggested model" ordinance as
something that, "should be established" (see p. 150 of Ocean Beach Precise Plan). It
was not adopted as part of the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and so does not provide anv
regulations that are supplemental to the regulations of the underiving zone. As such, the

scommendations for Development Criteria regarding "psrmanent or 1emporary beach
shelters” ( p. 183) and the, "area Jyving seaward of the first contour line defining an
clevation 15 feet above mean sea level”, described by appellant, ars not part of the adopted
policy recommendations of the Ocean Beach Precise Pian and should not be refersnced in
connection with review of this proposed project. g

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this action. All costs associated with the
processing of this project are paid from a deposit account maintained by the applicant.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION: None. This action is an appeal
of a Process Four Planning Commission decision to approve the project.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: The Oce
" Beach Planning Board met on July 3, 2006. Thers were two motions presented conceming
this property and neither one passed. )

» The first motion was to approve the project as presented. The motion failed by a
voie of 4-4-0

» The subsequent motion was 10 deny the project as presented due to the bulk and
scale. This motion also failed by a vote of 4-4-0.

Various board members noted that the new residence would repressnt a significant

improvement over the existing dupliex, and would improve the character of the general

neighborhood. In addition, the change from a duplex 10 2 single family residence would
educe density in the area.

Various board members noted concerns about the height of the project, and that other
properties on the block might be re-developed to similar heignts, altering the character of
the neighborhood. Their concem is that subsequent development might create & cormidor of
tall buildings on the block. The suggestion weas 1o reswict the project 1o two stories.

Page 9 0f 10
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KEY STAKEHOLDER: David Steobins, Owner/. Applicant.

CONCLUSION

Siaff has determined that the propossd prov‘cL 1s consistent with the Ocean Beach pracise
Plan and Local Coastal Program and conforms to the applicable reguiations of the Land
Development Code. Staff has concluded, in consuitation with a FEMA Natural Hazards
Program Specialist - Mingation Division, that the proposed deviaton is permittad bv local
authority with an approved Siie Development Permit. Further, staff concluded that the
permit conditions applied to this action are appropriate and adeguate 10 ensure that the
proposad subierranean parking would not adversely affect surounding properies. Staff
determined that the design and site placement of the propesad project is appropriate for this
locanion and will result in a more desirable project than would be achisved if designed in
stmict conformance with the development regulations of ths applicable zons. Staff believes
the required findings can be supported as substantiated in the Findings (Attachment 8) and
scommends that the City Council deny the appeal and upholds the approval of the project
as conditioned.
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Project Data Shest.

Project Development Plans

Site Photos
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Proposed Draft Permit

Draft Environmental Resolunon

Community Planning Group Recommendation
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Avpeal Application (Dated March 14, 2007)
Ownership Disclesure rorm

e e e e U 00 0 O LA LI LY D e—

B O

Page 10 of 10



i
gﬁ*r;
’f“!;ﬂl

Project Location Map
STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51076
5166 West Pvint Loma Blvd.
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Land Use Map
Ocean Beach: Stebbins Residence - Proiect No. 51076
CITY OF SAN DIEGO - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
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Aerial Photo North
STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51076

5166 West Point Loma Blvd. - Ocean Beach
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PROJECT DATA SHEET

PROJECT NAMEL.:

Sizbbins Residence

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Demolition of an existing one-story duplex, and the construction of
& new 1,749 sguare-foot, three-story single familv residence above
a 816 sguare-foot basement garege, on & 2,500 squars-To01 site,
including a request Tor 2 deviation from the regutations for Special
Flood Hazard Areas. ‘

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: | Ocesan Beach Community
DISCRETIONARY Coastal Development Permit, Site Development Permit and
ACTIONS: Deviations from the Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations.

COMMUNITY PLAN LAND
USE DESIGNATION:

Multi-Family Residental (Allows residential developmenti up 10 23
dwelling units per acre). -

ZONING INFORMATION:

ZONE.:

RM-2-4 Zone (A mult-unit residential zone allowing 1 dwelling

it mee 1
unii nEr |

N b

— - .
750 aguare faer aflar areg)

HEIGHT LIMIT:

30 feet (Coastal Heignt Limit Overlay Zons) allowed; 29 feet 11
inches proposed.

LOT SIZE:

6,000 square feet minimum; 2,500 square fast existing.

FLOOR AREA RATIO(FAR}):

0.70 with 25% reserved for enclosed parking unless the parking is
underground; 0.69 is proposed with underground parking.

FRONT SETBACK:

20 feet standard; 13 fest minimusmn is required; 22 fzat standard and
18 f=et minimum is propossd.

SIDE SETBACK:

3 feet for less than 40 foot wide lots is required; 3 f=et 1 inch and 3
fzet 2 inches are proposed.

STREETSIDE SETBACK:

N/A

15 if not adjacent to an alley is reguired; 13 fezt with 2.balcony

REAR SETBACK: encroachment is Proposec.
PARKING: | 2 parking spaces required / 2 parking spaces proposed
ADJACENT PROPERTIES: | LAND USE EXISTING LAND USE
DESIGNATION &
ZONE
NORTH: | Multple Family; Parking Lot and Public Park

RM-2-4

1 of2
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~ ',... T . 7 L - '.',e._ s rac A
0 G 25 l %) SOUTH: | Muluple Family, .| Muluple Farnily residental
RM-2-4
EAST: | Mulupie Family; Multiple Family residenual
RM-2-4 :
WEST: | Muluple Family: - | Parking Lot and Pacific Ocean
RM-2-4 .
DEVIATIONS OR This project requesting a deviaton from the Supplemental

VARIANCES REQUESTED: | Regulations for Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) to allow
: : development of the residentizl strucrure, to be at.7.1 feet below the
Base Flood Eievation and mest the flood proofing requirements of
FEMA where two (2) feet above the Base Flood Elevation is
requirec. '

COMMUNITY PLANNING On July 35, 2006, the projact was presented to the Ocean Beach

GROUP Community Planning Commitiee. There were two motions made

RECOMMENDATION: concerning the project and neither one passed (4-4-0). The Ocean
Beach Community Planning Committee therefore made no
TeCOMMm SNAAation.
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Compatible Structures in Neig

STEDBINS RESIDENCE - PROJ ECTE NO. 51076
5166 West Poinl Loma Blvd,
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PLANNING COMMISSION
RzSOLUTION-NO. 4227-PC
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NQO. 147134
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NQO. 389939
STEBBINS RESIDENCE [MMRP]

WHEREAS, DAVID STEBBINS, Owner/Permittes, filed an application with the Ciry of San
Di‘ego for 2 permit to demolish an existing one-story duplex, and conswuct & new, three-siory
single family residence above basement garage (2s descriped in and by reference to-the approved
Exhibits "A" and corresponding conditions of approval for the associated Penmits No. 147134
and 3899329), on portions of 2 0.057-acre site; '

WHEREAS, the project site is located at 3166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the RM 2-4 Zone,
Coestal Overlay Zone (appealable-area), Coastal Hzight Limit Overlay Zone, First Public
Roadway, Beach Parking Impact Overiay Zone, Airport Approach Overlay Zone, Airport
Environs Overlay Zone, and the 100-year rlood plain Overlay Zone, within the Ocean Beach

Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan;

WEHEREAS, the project site is Jegally described as Lot 14, Block 90 of Ouean Bay Beach Map
No. 1189,

WHEREAS, on March I, 2007, the Planning Comrmission of the City of San Diego considered
Coastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site Dzvelopment Permit No. 389939, pursuani to
the Land Developmen: Code of the Ciry of San Disgo; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Comsmission of the City of San Dizgo as follows:

That the Planning Commission adopts the following written Findines, dated March 1, 2007.
FINDINGS:

Coastal Development Permit - Section 126.0708

1. The propesed coastal development will not encroach upon any existing physical access
way that is legally used by the public or any proposed public accessway identified in a
Local Coastal Program land use plan; and the proposed coastal development will enhance
and protect public views to and along the ocean and other scenic coastal areas as specified

in the Local Coastal Program land use plan.

All development would occur on private property, and would bs within the 30-foot coastal height
limit. Additionally, the proposed project will not encroach upon any adjacent existing physical
access way used by the public nor will it adversely atfect any propesed physical public zccessway -
identified in the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan.' The subject property is not located

within or near any designated public view corridors. Accordingly, the proposed project will not

Page 1 of 9
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o
impact any public views 10 or along the ocean or other scemc coastal areas as specified in the
Local Coastal Program land use plan.

7 The proposed coastal development will not adversely affect environmentaliy

-

sensitive lands.

The project reguires & Site Development Permit due 10 the presence of Environmentally Sensitve
Lands. The project proposes the demolition of an existng one-story, duplex and the constucuon
of 2 new three-story above basement single family residence. The Citv of San Diego conducied 2
complete environmental review of this site. A Mitgated Negative Declaration has been prepared
- for this project in accordance with State of California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
guidelines, which preclude impact to these resources and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) would be implemented to reduce potential historical resources (archaeoliogy)
impacts 10 a level below significance. Mitigation for archasology was required as the project is
located in an area with a high potential for subsurface archaeological resources. The project siie
is a relatively flat contains an exisung structure, which 1s located approximately 8 fzet above
mean sea tevel (AMSL)., The projsct site is not Jocated within or adjacent to the Muli-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) of the City's Mulupie Species Conservation Program. The project site is
located within an existing urbanized area. The proposed project was found to not have a

51 f:runcant effect on the environment. Therefore, the proposed coastal development will not
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3. The proposed coastal development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal

Program iand use plan and complies with all regulations of the certified Implementation

Program.

City staff has reviewed the proposed project for conformity with the Local Coastal Program and
has determined it is consistent with the recommended land use, design guidelines, and
development standards in effect for this site per the adopted Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local
Coastal Program Land Use Plan which identifies the site for multi-family residential use at 135-25

relling units per acre, the project as proposed would be constructed at 17 dwelting units per
acre,

The proposed development is 1o demotlish an existing one-story, duplex and construct a new
three-story above basement garage. The new structure will be constructed within the 100 Year
Floodplain (Special Flood Hazard Area), and has a Base Flood Elevation of 9.6 feet mean sea
level. The reswictions on development within the floodplain require that the lowest floor,
including basement 1o be elevaied at least 2 feet above the base flood elevation in accordance
with San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) seciion §143.0146(C)(6), while the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) reguires that the finishad floor elevation be at one or more fze
above the base flood elevation (BFE). This project is requesting a Site Development Permit 1o
allow a deviation 1o permit development of the residential STrUCHure, 10 be a1 7.1 feet below the
Base Flood Elevanon.

Staff supports the proposed deviation due to the development iimitations of the site and the
flood-proofing conditions that would be applied to the permit to consiruct the lower level below

Page 2 0f 9
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the Base Flood Elevation. The deviation request will not increzse the overall strucrure hei ght,
mass, and setbacks.

The proposed development is located in an area designated as being between the first public road
and the Pacific Ocean, therefore views 1o the ocean shall be preserved. A visual comidor of not
less than the side vard setbacks will be preserved to protect views toward Dog Beach and the San
Diego River. In addition, this area Is not designated as a view corridor or as a scenic resource.
Public views to the ocean from this location will be maintained and potenial public views from
‘the first public roadway will not be impacted altered by the development. Accordingly, the
propesed project will not impact any public views to or along the ocean or other s¢ cenic coastal
areas. The project meets the intent of the guidelines for the Coastal Overlay and Coastal Height
Limitwaton Overlay zones, and the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program
Addendum. Therefore, the pr oposed coastal development would conform with the certified
Local Coastal Program land use plan and, with an approved deviation, comply with all
regulations of the certified Impiementation Program.

4.  For every Coastal Development Permit issued for any coastal development between
the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the
Coastal Overlay Zone the coastal development is in conformity with the public access and
public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.

The proposed development is to demolish an existing one-story, duplex and construct a new
three-story above basement garage. The subject property 1s designated as being berween the first
public road and the Pacific Ocean within the Coestal Overlay Zone.

The propesed project site backs up to and is adjacent to the Ocean Beach Park, designated in the
Local Coastal Program as 2 public park and recreational area. Public access to the r;a:k area 1s
available at the end of Voltaire Swreet and West Point Loma Boulevard. All de\feloi;ment would
occur on private property; therefore, the proposed project will not encroach upon the existing
physical access way used by the public. Adequate off-street parking spaces will be provided on-
site, thereby, eliminating any impacts 10 public parking. The proposed coastal development will
coniorm to the public access and public recreation policies of Chapier 3 of the California Coastal
Act,

Site Development Permit - Section 126.0304(a)

1.  The proposed development will not advefsely affect the applicable land use plén;

The proposed development 1s to demolish an existing one-story, duplex and construct a2 new
three-story above basement garege. The project is within the 100-vear floodplain, and is
therefore within the Environmentally Sensitive Lands, requiring a Site Development Permit for
the deviation to the Spacial Flood Hazard Area, per the City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regularions (SDMC Secrion 143.0110 Table 143-01A). The project is located in the appealable
Coastal Overlay Zone requiring & Coasté] Development Permit. The proposed development is
located berween the shoreline and the first public roadway; therefore views to the ocean shall be
preserved. This project is located in the RM-2-4 Zone, The RM-2-4 Zone permits 2 maximum
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density of 1 dwelling unit for sach 1,750 square feet of lot arza. The project is in conformance
with the underiving zoning, and conforms to the required floor arsa ratio, parking and setbacks.
The proposed development will adhere to the required vard arsa setbacks pursuant to the Land
Development Code. A Deed Reswicrion is a condition of approval 10 preserve a visual cornidor
of not less than the side vard sstoacks, in accordance with the requirements of San Diego
Municipal Code Section 132.0403(b). The building will be under the maximum 30-foot Coastal
Height Limit allowed by the zone.

The proposed project meets the intent, purpose, and goals of the underlying zone, and the Ocean
Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum. Therefore, the proposed
ievelopment will not adversely affect the applicaple land use plan.

2 The proposed development will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, and

welfare;

The proposed developmam is 1o demolish an existing one-story, duplex and construct 2 new
1,746 square-foot, three-story single-family dwelling unit above an 819 square-foot basement
carage resulting in 2 2,563 square-foot structure, hardscape, landscape on 2 2,500 square-foot
site. The present units to be demolished may contain asbestos and lead-based paint and it could
potentially pose a risk 10 human heathh and public safety. All demolition activities must be
conducted in accordance with the San Disgo County Alr Foliution Control Dismict (SDAPCD)
and the California Code of Regulations Title 8 and 17 regarding the handling and disposal of
asbestos-containing materials and Jead-based paints. Therefore, special procedures during

emolition shall be foliowed. As & condition of the permit, Notice 1s to be provided to the Air
Poliution Control District prior to demolition. Failure to meet these requirsments would result in
~ the issuance of & Notice of Violation.

The permit as conditioned, shall floodproof ail structures subject to inundation. The
floodprooTed strucrures must be construcied to meet the requirements of the Federal Insurance
Administration's Technical Bulleun 3-93. Ths permit conditions added, o flood-proof the
basement garage 10 the required height above grade, have been determined necessary to avoid
potentially adverse impacts upon the health, safety and general welifars of parsons residing in the

ca. All site drainage from the proposed development would be directed away from the ;djacent
properiies into existing public drainage system located on West Point Lome Boulevard via z
sump purmip and sidewalk underlain.

Baszd on the above, human health and public safety impacts due to the demolition of the existing
structure on site would be below a level of significant, and 2 Notice to the SDAPCD is required
and would be added as = permit condition. Therefore, the proposad development will not be
jerrimental 1o the public heaith, safety and welfare.

3. The proposed development will comply with the regulations of the Land Development
Code; :

The proposed development includes the demolitien of an existing single-level, 1,250 squars-foot
duplex residence and construction of a new 1749 sguare-foot three-level single dwelling unit

Page 4 0of 9



02527 ATTACHMENT 8

_wim 2 subterranean parking garage, The project area is mapped within the 100 Year Floodplain
(Special Flood Hazard Area), and hes & Base Flood Elevation of 9.6 feet mean sealevel, The
restrictions on dzvelopment within the fioodplain require that the lowest floor, including
basement 1o be slevated at lzast 2 feat above the base flood 2levation in accordance with San
Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) section §143.0146(C)(6), while the Federal Emergency
Management Agzncy (FEMA) requires that the finished floor elevation be at one or more fest
above the base flood sievation (BFE), which would effactively render the ground fioor
uninhabitable for most properties in this arez. In adgiton, the lot is sub-standard in that it is only
2,500 sguare feei in area where the minimum lot size allowed by the zone 1s 6,000 sguare fzet.
Addinonally, the RM-2-4 zone requires that 25 percent of FAR be utilized for parking, uniess the
parking is provided underground. Therefore, the project is reguesting a deviation to allow
developmenst of the residentual STTUChIE, to be at 7.1 feet below the Base Flood Elevation. All
sructuras subject 1o inundation shall be flood-proofed, and must be consmucted 1o meet the
requirements of the Federal Insurance Administration's Technical Bulletin 3-93.

An approved Site Development Permit would allow the deviation and would be consistent with
the Land Developemn: Code. Thus, the proposed project mests the intent, purpose, and goals of
the underlving zone, anc the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Addendum,
and complies 10 the maximum extent feasible with the regulations of the Land Development
‘Code. Therefore, the proposed development will not adversely affect the applicable land use

plan.

Supplemental Findines. Environmentallv Sensitive Lands(b)

1. The site is physically suitable for the design and siting of the proposed development
and the development will result in minimum disturbance to environmentally sensitive

lands:

The project site is tmmediately scuth of the San Diego River mouth outfzll a: the Pacific Ocean
and located within the 100 vear floodplain and is therefore considered environmenrally sensitive
land, requiring & Site Development Permit for the devianon to the Special Flood Hazard Area.
However, the previous site grading and construction of the existng dupiex have compietely
disturbed the site. The property is relativelv flat and does not include anv sensitive tdpo graphical
or biolo gical resources, The site 18 neither within nor adjacent 1o Multi-Eabitat Planning Area
(MHPA) lands. A Mitigated Negative Declaration dated November 32, 2006, has been preparsd
for this project in accordance with State CEQA guidelines, and a Mitigation, Monitoring and
Reporting Program 1s required for Archaesological Resources 10 reduce anv votential impacts to
below a level of significance. ) )

A geotechnical analysis wes prepared 1o address the lquefaciion issue. This report concluded
that the site is considered suitable for the proposed development provided the conditions in the
Geotechnical Investigation Report are implemented. Therefore, the site is physicallv suitabje for
the design and siting of the proposad development and the development will result in minimum
disturbance to environmentally sensitive lands.
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2 The proposed development will minimize the alteration of land forms and will not

result in undue risk from geologic and erosional forces, flood hazards, or fire hazards;

The proposed project will be sited on a 2,500 square-foot, dﬂvﬂloned lot. The maJo*m/ of the site
is relatively flat at 8 feet above MSL across an approximately 25 foot x 100 foot lot. The
proposed development surrounded by exisung residential development, within a seismically

active ragion of California, and therefore, the potential exists for geologic hazards, such as
esarthquakss and ground failure. Proper engineering design of the new structures would minimize
potentizl for geologic impacts from regional hazards.

On site grading would occur for excavarion of the building foundation and basement. The
subterranean garage, which would have a depth of 6 fest below existing grades, would be at least”
rwo feet below the high groundwater table. However, the subject site is no greater danger from
flooding than the adjacent, aiready developed sites and the proposed design mitigates potential
flood related damage 1o the principal residental stucture by raising the reguired living space
floor area above the flood line per FEMA requirements, and flooéd-proof all smcmasusu:t)ject 10
inundaton in accordance with 1 echnical Bulietin 3-93 of the Federal Insurance Agministration.
Therefore, the proposed development will not result in undue risk from geologic and erosional

forces, fiood hazards, or fire hazards.

3. The proposed deveiopment will be sifed and designed {6 prevent adverse impacits o
any adjacent environmentally sensitive lands;

The projeci site is within the 100 vear floodplain and is therefore considered environmentally

sensitive land. However, the previous site grading and construction of the exisiing duplex have
completely disturped the site, The property is relatively flat with an elevation of 8 fest above
mean sea ievel and doss not include any sensitive topographical or biological resoursss. The site
" is neither within nor adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) lands. A Miugated
Negarive Declaration dated November 2, 2006, has been prepared for this project in accordance
with State CEQA guidelines, and & Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Prowam is required’
for Archaeological Resources to reduce any poiential impacts to below a level of sienificance.
Thus, with the implementaton of the conditions in the Geotechnical Investigation the propossd
project should not adversely affect environmentally sensitive lands,

4. The proposed development will be consistent with the City of San Diego’s Multiple
“species Conservation Program (MSCP) and subarea plan;

The projact proposes e demolition of the existing dupliex and construction of a thrae-lavel
single dwelling unit with 2 subierranean parking garage. The project site is south of, but not
adjacent to, the Multiple Speciss Con ervation Program (MSCP), Muluple Habisat Planning
Area (MHPA) of the San Diego River floodway. Therefore, the project do=s not ne d 10 Show

consisteficy with Multiple Species Conservauon Program Subarea Plan.

3.  The proposed development will not contribuie to the erosion of public beaches or
adversely impact local shoreline sand supply; and
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The subject property is located approximately 450 feet away from the edge of the public beach,
and is separated from the shoreline by a city parking lot. All site drainage from the proposed

- development would be directed away from the adjacent properties into existing pﬁblic.drainage
system located on West Point Loma Boulevard via a sump pump and sidewalk underdrain.
Therefore, the proposed development will not conwibute to the erosion of f public beaches or

adversely impact local shoreline sand supply.

6.  The nature and extent of mitigation required as a condition of the permit is
reasonably related to, and calculated to alleviate, negative impacts created by the proposed

development.

The project proposes the demolition of the existing duplex and construction of a three-level
single dwelling unit with 2 subterranean parking garage. An environmental analysis was
performed and Mitgated Negative Declaration (MND) Ne. 51076 was prepared, which would
mitigate potentialiy significant archaeological resource impacts to below a level of significance.
The MND also discusses the location of the project being within the 100-vear floodplain of the
San Diego River according to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) map. The
permnit and MMRP prepared for this project include cohditions. environmental mitigation
measures, and exhibits of aupromal relevant to acmevmo compliance with the aDDll cable
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determinad necessary © avoid potentielly adverse impacts upon the health, szfery and general

relfare of persons residing or working in the area. These conditions include requirements
pertaining to landscape standards, noise, li crhtinv restrictions, public view, public right of way
improvements, flood-proofing the structure and’ raising the habitable space above flood line,
which provides evidence that the impact is not significant or is otherwise mitigated 10 below a
Jevel of significance. Therefore, the nature and extent of mitigation required as 2 condition of the
permit is reasonably related to, and calculated to alleviate, negarive impacts created by the
proposed development.

Supplemental Findines. Environmentally Sensitive Lands Deviations(c)

1.  There are no feasible measures that can further minimize the potential adverse affects
on environmentally sensitive lands; and

The project area is mapped within the 100-yzar floodplain and the restictions on development
within the floodplain require that the first floor be 2 feet above the base flood elevation. The
sub-standard lot of 2,500 square feet is less than 42% of the minimum area required for 2 legal
lot in the RM-2-4 zone. These conditons and the fact that 235 percent of the 0.70 floor area ratio
(FAR) aliowed by the zone 1s required to be used for parking, unless the parking is provided
underground, led the applicant to provide an underground garage that will be flood proofed
according 1o the requirements of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in order
to avoid having part of the ground floor level devoted 1o parking, which, in wrn, would have
drastically reduced habitable space. The project proposal includes a modest increase in square
Tootage from 1.250 10 1,749 and to allow for development to be below the base flood elevation.
Raising the finished floor elevation two feet above the BFE will not change the simiation with
Page 709
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regard 10 any adverse effecis. The property is protectzd by a leves from floods that may come
from the San Diego Rwe' Any flooding would be of 2 low velocity and shallow and more likely
from run o from the mll above Ocean Beach than from the river or the ocean.

Building the strucrure below the BFE or two-fest above, will not have implications to
environmentally sensitive lands, therefore thers are no feasible measures that can further
minimize the poreniial adverse aifects on environmentally sensitive lands.

[y g

2 The proposed deviation is the minimum necessary to afford relief from special

-—

circumstances or conditions of the land, not of the applicant’s making

The proposed development is taking place within the 100 Year Floodplain (Special Flood
Hazard 4rea), and the anposnd new development is not in conformance with SDMC s=ction
§143.0146(C)(6) which requires a development within a Special Flood Hazard Area 10 have the
lowest floor, including basement, elevated at least 2 feet above the base flood elevation. The
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) requires that the finished floor eisvation be at
one or more fest above the base flood elevation (BFE). This project is requesting a deviation 1o
“allow development of the residenual structure, to be at 7.1 feet below the Base Flood Elevation,
Tne sumg“anﬂa_n garage, which would have a depth of 6 fzet below existing grades, would be at
elow th“ erﬂ groundwater table. However, all swuctures subject to inundation
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echnical Bulletin 3-93. The proposed basement parking area is the minimum necessary 0
exclude the parking from the FAR, to allow for a reasonably sized residence on this sub-standard
lot. In addition, the applicant states that there is hydrological evidence that flooding if any that
may occur in a 100 vears flood event woujd be minor and easily handied by the proposed flood
proofing. The property is protecied by a levee from fioods that may come Fom the San Diego
River. Flooding in this area would be due to lack of capaciry of the storm water svstem. B
Flooding in a 100 vear event in this area 1s very low vejocity (ponding only) doss not come from
the river or the beach as is commonly believed but from run off from the sireets on the hill above
ocean beach. Additionally, there 1s evidence that recent and significant storm water repairs in
this area should significantly reduce the already low risk. The proposed BFE will not have an
adverse effect on environmentally sensitve lands and provide the minimum necsssary 1o afford

elief from special circumnstances or conditons of the land.

Supplemental Findines, Environmentallv Sensitive Lands Dewatlon from Federal
Emergencv Manacement Acencv Regulations(d)

1. The City engineer has determined that the proposed development, within any
designared Nloodway will not result in an increase flood levels during the base flood

discharge;

The pronosnd development including the flooc-proofed basement garage is taking place within
the 100 Year Floodplain and not within the Floodway. Therefore, this finding is not applicable

10 the subjsct project.

Pagz 8 0 9



602 5:3 b ATTACHMENT §

-

2 The City engineer has determined that the deviation would not result in additional

-

threats to the public safery, extraordinary public expense, or create a public nuisance.

The proposed development is t0 demolish an existing one-story, duplex and conswuct a new
1,749 square-foot, three-story single-family dwelling unit above an §19 sguars-foot basement
garage. The permit as conditioned, shall flood-proof all smucrures subject to inundation. The
owner shall bear all costs of fiood-proofing, and there will be no expense to the citv.

The Ciry Enginser has desiermined that the deviation 1o aliow the swucturs 1o be buili under the
BFE rathsr than 2°-0” above as required by the Land Development Code will not canse an
increase in the flood height. The elsvation requiremeni of the Land Development Code is for the
protection of the suuctures and its contents. Lessening that requirement doss not result in
additional threats 10 public safety, exwaordinary pubdlic expense, or create 2 public nuisance.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that, based on the findings hersinbefore adopted by the Planning
Commission, Coastal Devejopment Permit No. 147134 and Site Development Permit No.
389939 are hereby GRANTED by the Planning Commission to the referenced Owner/Permittee,
in the form, exhibits, terms and conditions as set forth in Permit No. 147134/389939, a copy of
which 1s attached hereio and made a pan hereof. ‘

NS A

LATLA ISKANDAR
Development Project Manager
Devejopment Services

Adopted on: March 1, 2007

454

12

Job Order No. 42-

cc: egiglative Recorder, Planning Department
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY
- CiTY OF SANDIZGO
DEVZLOPMENT SERVICES
PERMIT INTAKE, MAIL STATION 501

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO
PROJECT MANAGEMENT
PERMIT CLERK
MAIL STATION 501

-~

SPACE ABOVZ THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 147134

- SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 38993

STEBBINS RESIDENCE [MMRP] - PROJECT N
- CITY COUNCIL

9
0. 51676

This Coastal Development Permit No. 147134 and Site Development Permit No. 389939 are
granted by the City Council of the City of San Diego 1o DAVID STEBBINS, AN INDIVIDUAL,
Owmer/Pemmities, pursuant 1o San Diego Municipal Code [SDMC] sections 126.0708, and
126.0504. The 0.057-acrs project site 1s located at 53166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the RM
. 2-4 Zone, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable-arsa), Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, First
Public Roadway, Beach Parking Impact Overlay Zone, Airport Approach Overlay Zone, Airport
Environs Overlay Zone, and the 100-vear Flood-plain Overlav Zone, within the Ocean Beach
Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP). The projeci site is legally
dgescribed as Lot 14, Block 90 of Ocean Bay Beach Man No. 1189,

Subject 1o the terms and conditions set forth in this Permit, permuission is granted 1o
Owner/Permittee to dernolish an existing one-story duplex, and construct a new, three-story
single family residence above basement garage, described and identified by size, dimension,
guantity, tvpe, and location on the approved exhibits [Exhibit "A"] dated May 22, 2007, on fi2 in
the Development Services Deparument. :

The project shall include:

.

a. The demolinon of an exisung one-story duplex;
b. Constuction of a 1,749-square-foot, three-story single family residence above 816
square-foot basement garage consisting of:

~

1) 1,749-square-foot of-habitable living area,

2} 816-square-foot, basement garage and siorage arsa.
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3) 619-sguare-foot déc}:s and 250-square-toot first floor patio.
¢. Landscaping (planting, irrigation and landscape related improvements);
4. Deviation to the Special Flood Hazard Area regulations as follows:

= Allow development of the residential suucture, 1o be at 7.1 fzet below the Rase
Flood Elevation where two (2) fzet above the Bass Fiood Elevation is requirad.

e. Off-swaet parking;

f. The construction of six-foot high retaining walls along the sides of the proposed
subterransan garage.

Accessory improvements determined by the Development Services Deparmment 1o be
consistent with the land vse and development standards in effect for this site per the
adopted communitv plan, California Environmental Quality Act Guidsiines, ﬁubl;’c and
privats improvement requirements of the Ciry Engineer, the underiving zonz(s),
conditions of this Dermh_ and any other applicable regulations of the SDMC in effact

ua

for this site.

STANDARD REQUIREMENTS:

1. This permit must be utitized within thirty-six (36) months after the date on which all rights
of appeal have expired. Failure to utilize and maintain utilization of this permit as Gescribed in
the SDMC will automatically void the permit unless an Extension of Time has been eranted.
Anv such Extension of Time must meet all SDMC requirements and applicable guidglines in
affect at thé rime the extension is considered by the appropriaie decision maker.

2 This Coastal Development Permit shall become effective on the eleventh working day

following receipt by the California Coastal Commussion of the Notice of Final Action following

all appeals.

3. No permii for the construction, occupancy Or operation of any facility or improvement
described herein shall be granted, nor shall any activity authorized by this Permit be conducted

on the premises unul:

a.  The Owner/Permirtee signs and returns the Permit 1o the Development Services
Department; and

b.  The Permit is recorded in the Office of the San Diego County Recorder.

4. Unleass this Permit has been revoked by the City of San Disgo the DIODETTY inciuded by

reference within this Permit shall bz used only for the purposes and undsr the terms and
conditions set forth in this Permit unless otherwise authorized by the Dﬂvalopment Services

Department.
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A . .
5. This Permit is 2 covenant running with the subject property and shall be binding upon the
Owner/Permities and any successor or successors, and the interests of any successor shall be
subjzct to each and every condition set ourt in this Permit and all referenced documents.

bt L

6.  The continued use of this Permit shall be subject to the regulations of this and anv other
applicable governmental agsncy.

7. Issuance of this Penmit by the City of San Diego does not authorize the Owner/Permitres
for this permit to violate anv Federal, State or City laws, ordinances, regulations or policies
_including, but not limited to, the Endangered Species Act of 1973 [ZSA] and any amendments
thereto (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.). '

8. The Owner/Permittee shall secure all necessary building permits. The Owner/Permittze is
informed that 10 secure these permits, substantial modifications o the building and site
improvements 10 comply with applicable building, fire, mechanical and plumbing codes and
State law reaur-mfI access for disabled people may be required.

9.  Construction plans shall be in substantial conformity to Exhibit “A.” No changes,
modifications or alterations shall be made unless amalopnate avnncamon(s) or amendment(s)
this Perinit have beesn granted.

10. Al of the conditions contained in this Permit have been considered and have been
letermined to be necessarv in order to make the findings required for this Permit. Itis the intent
of the Cirv that the holder of this Permit be required to comply witheach and every condition in
order to be afforded the special rights which the, holdnr of the Permit is entitled as a result of
obtaining this Permut.

In the event that anv condition of this Permit, on a legal chalienge by the Owner/Permittee
of this Permit, is found or held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, unenforceable,

or unreasonzble, this Permit shall be void. However, in such an event, the Owner/Permittes snall
have the right, by paying applicable processing fees, 10 bring 2 request for a new permmit without
the "invalid" conditions(s) back to the discretionary body which approved the Permit for a
determination by that body as to whether zall of the findings necessary for the issuance of the
proposed permit can still be made in the absence of the "invalid" condition(s).” Such hearing shall
be 2 hearing de nove and the discrenionary body shall have the absolute right to anprove,
disapprove, or modify the proposed permit and the condition(s) contained therein,

ENVIRONMENT AL/MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS:

11. Mitgation reguirements are tied o the environmental document, specifically the
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRZP). These MMRP conditions are
incorporated into the permit by reference or authorization for the proj ect,

12.  The mitigation measures specined in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
and outlined in MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, NO. 31076, shall be noted on the’
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COII‘S‘G‘TIC‘{TI'OH plans and specifications under the heading ENVIRONMENTAL/MITIGATION
REQUIREMENTS. : ,

13.  The Owner/Permities shall comply with the Miftigation, Monitoring, and Reporting

- Program {(MMRP) as specified in MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, NO. 31076,
satisfactorv to the Development Services Department and the City Engineer.. Prior 10 issuance of
the first buildine narmit all conditions of the MMRP shail be adhered 10. 1o the satisfaction of
the Citv Engineer. All mitgation measures as specifically outlined in the MMRP shall be
implemented for the following issue areas: Historical Resources (Archasology). .

14,  Poor to issuance of any construction parmit, the Owner/Permittee shall pay the Long Term
Monitoring Fee in accordance with the Development Services Fee Schedule 1o cover the Ciry's
costs associated with implementanon of permit compliance monitoring. '

15.. Prior to demolition of the existing single family residence; notice shall be given to the San
Diego Air Pollution Control Dismict (SDAPCD) regardless of whether any asbestos is present or
not. ‘ _ : :

!

ENGINEERING REQUIREMENTS:

18, DPrior to the issuance of any consrucnon permit, the applicant shall L,onrnorate any
ConSTuction ant Management Practices necessary 10 comply with Chapter 14, Articie
Division 1 (Grading Regulauons) of the San Diego Municipal Code, into the const.ructzon plans

or specifications.

17. Prior 1o the issuance of any consyiction permit the applicant shall submit 2 Water Poliution
Control Plan (WPCP). The WPCP shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines in
Appendix E of the City's Storm Water Standards.

18. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the applicant shall obtain an Encroachment
Mazintenance and Removal Agreement, for proposed sidewalk underdrain in the West Point
Loma Boulevard righi-of-way.

18, Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall enter inio an agreement to
‘indemnify, protect and hold harmless City, its officials and emplovees from any and all claims,
demands, causes or action, liability or loss because of, or arising out of the receipt of runoff or’
flood waters due to the construction of 2 basement garage.

20. Prior to occupancy, the applicant shall process a "Non Conversion Agreement® for the
carage and storage area, subject 10 inundation.

21, The apnlicant shall floodprocef all structures subject to inundation. The floodproofed
structures must be conswucted in a manner sausfactory to the Ciry Engineer.

GEQOLOGY REQUIREMENTS:

22.  An updated geotechnical report will be required as construction plans are developed for the
project. Additional geotechnical information such as verification of existing soil conditions

Page 4 of 7
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needhe voY design of structure foundations will be subject to approval by Building Devel opment
eview prior 10 issuance of building permits.

LANDSCAPE REQUIREMENTS:

.23, Allrequired landscape shall be maintained in a disease, weed and litter fre= condition at all
rimes. Severe pruning or "topping" of trees is not permitied unless specifically noted in this
Permit. The wress shall be maintained i 2 safe manner 1o allow each ree 10 grow to its marure
height and spread.

PLANNING/DESIGN REQUIREMENTS:

24, No fewer than two off-sireet parking spaces shall be maintained on the property at all times
in the approximate locations shown on the appreved Exhibit “A.” Parking spaces shall comply at
all umes with the SDMC and shall not be converted for any other use unlass otherwise

authorized by the Development Services Department.

25.  Atopographical survey conforming te the provisions of the SDMC may be required if it is
determined, during construction, that there may be a confiict between the building(s) under
construction and a condition of this Permit or a regulation of the underlving zone. The cost of
any such survey shall be borne by the Owner/Permittes,

26. Prior to the issuance of any building permits, the Owner/Perminize shall grant to the San
Diego Counw Regional Airport Authority an avigation easement for the purpose of maintaining
all aircrafi approach paths to Lindbergh Field. This easement shall permit the unconditonad
right of flight of aircraft in the fedsrally conirolled airspace above the subject property, This
easement shall identify the easement’s elevation above the property and shall include

prohibitions regarding use of and activity on the property that would interfere with the intended
use of the easement. This easement may require the grantor of the easement to waive any right of
action arising out of noise associaied with the fiight of aircraft within the easement.

27, Prior 1o submitting building plans to the City for review, the Owner/Permittee shall placea
note on all building plans indicating that an avigation easement has been granted across the
property. The note shall include the Coun*\ Recorder’s recording number for the avigation

" easement.

28.  All private outdoor lighting shall be shaded and adjusted to fall on the same premises where
such lights are located and in accordance with the applicable regulations in the SDMC.

INFORMATION ONLY:

* Any party on whom fees, dedications, reservations, or other exactions have bean imposed
as condiuons of approval of this dﬁvﬂlonmum DEmmit, may protest the imposition within
ninety davs of the approval of this development permit by filing 2 written protest with tie
Cny Clerk pursuant to Californiza Government Code §66020.
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¢ This development may be subject 1o impact fees at the ime of constuction permit issuance.

APPROVED by the City Council of the Ciry of San Diego on May 22, 2007 by Resolution No.
R e. 8.0

o
w
(1]
L]
(63
O
4y
-1
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Permit Type/PTS Approval No.: CDP 147134, SDP 380039
Daie of Approval: Mav 222007

AUTHENTICATED BY THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Laiia Iskancar
evelopment Project Manage

NOTE: Notary acknowledgment
must be attached per Civil Code
section 1180 et seq.

The undersi«ned OWner/Perm_ittee by execution hereof, agrees 1o sach and every condition of

__-."..__.. PR .-..‘.-J e L T PO - o
STV O __-_1::',;-':'4._' ol T wor/Pormitos LULVL&LJ\’j\_

this Dermmil and Dronns 5E5 10 DOTICrn SAln EZnd

Owner/Permitiee

David St=bbins

NOTE: Notary acknowledgments .
must be attached per Civil Code
section 1180 et seq.
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RESOLUTION NUMBER R-
ADOPTED ON __ Mav 22 2007

WHEREAS, on October 27, 2004, David Stebbins submitted an appiication 10 the Davelopment
Services Department for Site Development Permit No. 389929 and Coastal Development Permir

No. 147134,

WHEREAS, the permir was set for a public hearing to be conducted by the City Council of the
Citv of San Diego; and

WHEREAS, the issus was hzard by the City Council on May 22, 2007; and

WHEREAS, the Citv Council of the City of San Dizgo considered the issues discussed in
Mitigared Negative Declaration No. 31 076 NOW THEREFORE, :

BE IT RESQLVED, by the City Council of the City of San Diego, that it is hersby cenified that
Mitigated Negative Declaration No._ 31076 has been completed in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (California Public Resources Code Section 21000
et seq.) as amended, and the State puidelines thereto (California Administration Code

Section 15000 et seq.), that the report reflects the independent judgment of the City of San Diego

25 T end A cancv and thet the 1'n1'/\-mm'-1nﬂ contained 1n said Teport, T.’\OP’H‘IP‘F with any COMIMEents

Aviiawad e

recejved aunng the public review process, nas peen revi ewed and considered oy the Ciry
Council,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council Oinds that D‘“O}""’ revisions now mitigaie
potentiaily significant effecis on the environment previously identified in the Initial Smdy and
thsrefore, that said Mingated Neagative Declaranion, a copy of which 1s attachad nerero and
incorporated by reference, is hereby anproved.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED thai pursuant to Californiz Public Resources Code, Section
21081.6, the Ciry Council hereby adopts the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Procr"am or
alterations to implemenr the changes 1o the project as requiraed by this body in order to miti gate or
avoid significant effects on the environment, 2 copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated

herein by reference.
APPROVED: Michael Aguirre, City Atiorney

Bw:

Attormey

ATTACHMENT: Exhibit A, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

10
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EXHIBIT A
MITIGATION MONITORING AND RE'PORTD\';G' PROGRAM
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

roject No. 31076

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is designed 1o ensurs compliance with Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6 during implememauon of mitigation measures. This program
identifies at a minimum: the depariment responsible for the monitoring, whar is to be monitored,
how the monitoring shall be accomplished, the monitoring and Teporting schedule, and
completion requirements. A record of the Mitigation Momtonncr and RepomntT Prograln wiil be
maintained at the offices of the Land Deve lom‘nﬂ-nt Review DlVlS]OI’l 1222 First Avenue, Fifth
Floor, San Diego, CA 62101, All mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated Negative
Declaration (Project No.51076) shall be mads conditions of SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
and COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT as may be further descripad below.

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

The mitgation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or
deposits 10 be collecied prior 1o the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy
and/or final maps to ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY)

1L Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check
1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including bur not
lirnited 1o, the first Grading Permit, Demohition Plans/Permits and Building |
" Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is
applicable, the Assistant Depury Director (ADD) Environmen:al designee shall
verify that the requirements for Archaeological Monijtoring and Native i\mﬂncem
monitoring, if applicable, have been noted on the appropriaie consructon
documents.
B. Lemers of Qualification have been subrmitted to ADD
1. The applicant shall submit a lerter of verification 1o Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifving the Principal investigator (PT) for the project and
the names of all persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as
defined in the City of San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If
applicable, individuals involved in the archaeological monitoring program must
have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER training with certification
documentation. _
2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualiﬁcations of the PI
and all persons involved in the archasologcal monitoring of the project.
Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval Tom MMC for any
personnel changes assoclated with the monitoring program. : ]

(5]

II. - Prior to Start of Construction
A, Verfication of Recoras Search

10
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The PI shall provide verification 1o MMC that a site specific records search (1/4
mile radius) has been completed. Verificanon includes, but is not limited to a
copy of a confirmanon letter rom South Coast Information Center, or, if the
search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was
completzd. '
The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectatnons and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction 1o the ¥ mile
radius.

B. PI Shall Arttend Precon Meetings

1.

W

e

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arranee
a Precon Meetng that shall include the PL, Construction Manager (CM) and/oru
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist shall artend any
crading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make commeants and/or
suggestions concerning the Archasologcal Monitoring program with the
Construction Manaoer and/or Grading Conwactor. :
a. Ifthe Plis unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Mneuno w 1tn TVIMC the PI R; CM or BL, if appropriate,

puuz to the Start t of an

Identifyv Areas to be Monitorﬂd

&. Prior io the stari of any work thai raquires monitoring, the PI shall submit an

chaeological Monitoring Exthibit (AME) based on the appropriate
corstruction documents (redeced to 11x17) to MMC identifving the areas 10
be monitored including the delinsation of grading/excavaiion limits.

b. e AME shall be based on the resulis of a site specific records search as weil
as information regarding existing known soil conditions (nauve or Torrmation).

an‘n Monitoring Wil Occur

2. Prior io the start of any work, the PI shall ajso submit a construction schedule
10 MMC through the RE indicaung when and whers monitoring will occur.

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior 1o the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant ihformation such as review of finat
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of
exczvation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., whi cn may reduce or increase
the potential for resources 10 be present,

T IILL During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/T rencml-,

1.

[

The monitor shell be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities which couia result 1n impacts to archaeological resources as identified
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifving the RE,
Pl, and MMC of changes to any construction activities.

The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Recard
(CSWVR). The CSVR's shall be faxed by the CM io the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring

10



IV,

ATTACHMENT

002544

Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies

10 MMC. )

3. The PImay submit a detailed lener to MMC during constuction requesting a
modification 1o the monitoring programn when a field condition such as modern
disturbance posi-dating the previous grading/wenching activitiss, presence of
fossil formations, or whan native soils are encountered mayv reduce or incrzase the
potential for resources 1o be present.

B. Discovery Notification Process _

1. Inthe event of a discovery, the Archazological Monitor shall direct the conrtracior

10 temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and imm ediately

notify the RE or Bl as appropriate. R

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discoverv, and shall also
submit written docummentaton to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1. The PI and Native American representative, if applicable, shall evajuare the
significance of the resource. If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in
Secnion IV below, :

a. The Pl shall immediately noary MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and snhail also submit a l2tter 10 MMC indj catin g whether
additional mitigaton 1s reguired. '

b. If the resource 1s significant, the P shall submit an Arcnaeomcu.,al Darta
Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts
to significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing acTivities
in the arez of discovery will be allowead 10 resume. -

¢. Ifresource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letier 1o MMC i indicating
that artifacts will be collecied, curated, and documented in the Final
Monitoring Report. The letter shell also indjcate that that no further work is

required.

Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and the following
procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State
Health and Saferv Code (S=c. 7050. 3) shall be undertaken: -

A. Nouficauion _
1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the
P, if the Monitor is not qualified 25 a PL. MMC will notifv the appropriate Senior
Planner in the Environmeantal Analysis Section (EAS). )
2. The PI shall notfy the Medical Examiner afier consultation with the RE, either in
person or via telephone.
B. Isolate discovery site
1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby
area reasonably suspectsd to overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenience of the remains.

Rt
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The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the nead for 2
field examination to determine the provenience

if a Tield examination 1s not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine
with input from the PI, 17 the remains are or are most likely 10 be of Natve
American ongir.

Ir Humean Remains ARE determined to be Nauve American

1. The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.

!\J

L

- 2. The NAHC shall contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner, after Medica] Examiner

hes completed coordinanon.

NAHC shell identify the person 0r persons determined to be the Most Likely

Descendent (MLD) and provide contact informarion..

The PI shall coordinate with the MLD for additional consultation.

Disposition of Native American Human Remains shall be determined berween the

MLD and the P, Ir:

a. The NAHC is unable 1o identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make 2

ecommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commissicn; OR;

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in accordancé with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
10 provide measures acceotaBle to the landowner,

If Buman Remains ars NOT Natve American
1

L

A

th

The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notufy them of the historic era
context of the bunal.

The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PJ
and City-staff (PRC 5097.98).

If the remains are of histonc ongin, they shall be appropriately removed and
convaved to the Mussum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
human remains shall be made in consultanion with MMG, EAS, the
applicant/landowner and the Museum of Mar. .

2

L

Nicght Work
A. If night work 1s included in the conmact

1. When night work is included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall
bé presented and discussed at the precon meeting.
2. The following procedures shall be Iol]owed
a. No D1scovenes
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The P
shall record the information on the CSVR and submii 1o MMC viz fax by 9am
the following moming, if possibie.
b. Discoveries .
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detziled in Sections III - During Construction, and IV - Discover
of Human Remains.
c.. Potentially Significant Discoveries
" If the P] determnines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Secnion III - During Construction shall be foliowed.

—h
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d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by §AM the Iollou INg MoIming
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section II-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. Ifnight work becomes necessary duning the course of consiruction
1. The Constwuciion Manager shall notify the RE, or Bl, as appropriate, & minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin. '
2. The RE, or BI, s appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately,

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropmiate.

Post Construction
A. Submitial of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The Pl shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative)
which describes the results, analvsis, and conclusions of all phases of the

Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) 1o MMC for

review and approval within 90 cays following the completion of monitoring,

a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft
Monitoring Report.

b. Recording Sites with State of Cahrorma Department of Parks and Recreation
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
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Lair
significant or potentially significant resources encountersé during the
Archasological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical
Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Informaton Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for
oreparation of the Final Report. 7

3. The Pl shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval,

4, MMC shall pr ovide written verification 1o the PI 01 ine approved report.

3. MMC shall noufy the RE or Bl 2s appropniate, of receipt of ali Draft Monitoring

Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handiing of Artfac:
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued
2. The Pl shall be responsible for epsuring that all artifacis are analvzed to identify

function and chronology as they relate 1o the history of the area; that faunal
material is identified as to specizs; and that spacialty smdies are completed, as
appropriate. .
C. Curaton of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification
1. The Pl shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanenily curated with
an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consuliation with MMC and
the Nauve American represeniative, as applicable,
2. The PIshall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation instifution in
the Final Momnitoring Report submiited to the RE or Bl and MMC.
D. Final Monitoring Report(s)
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-4 1. The PIshall submit cne copy ¢f the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE
or BI as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 davs
after notification from MMC that the draft report has been apnroved. ]

The RE shell, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion unti! receiving 2 copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.

!\J

The above mitigation monitoring and reportng program will require additional fees and/or
leposits to be collected prior to the 1ssuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy and/or
final maps 10 ensure the successful completion of the monitoring program. '



ATTACHMENT T 1

Ocean Beach Planning Board, Inc.
P.O. Box 70184
Ocean Beach, Californiz 92167

July 6, 2006

City of San Diego

Development Services Department
1222 First Avenue, MS 302

San Diego, CA 92101

At Laiiz Iskandar, Project Manager

Subject: Proj-ect No. 31076 {5166 West Point Loma Blvd.}

Dear Ms. Iskandar:

‘The subject project was presented at the Ocean Beach Planning Board’s General Meeting on July 3, 2006 at
which a quorum was present. There were two motions concermning this property and neither one passed.

Various board members noted that the new residence would represent a significant improvemsnt over the
-exisung duplex, and would improve the character of the general neighborhood. In addition the chanes from &
dupiex to 2 single family residence would reduce density in the area.

Various board members noted concerns about the height of the project, and that other property on the block

might be re-developed to similar heights, altering the character of the neighborhood. The concern is that
subsequent development might create & cornidor of tall buildings on the block. The suggestion was 10 restrict

the project to two stories.

t was moved and seconded to recommend approval of the project as presented. Motion did not pass. VOTE:
"ES, 4 NO, 0 Abstained. ' '

It was moved and seconded to recommend demial of the project as pressnted due to the bulk and scale
inappropriateness with the neighborhood. Motion did not pass. VOTE: 4 YES, 4 NO, 0 Abstained,

Thank vou for recognizing our efforts and considering our vote.
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincersly,

‘Jane Gawronski, Ph.D. - Secretary
Ocean Beach Planning Board
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- Thz CITY oF SAN DiEco

REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE ISSUED:  Jenuary 30, 2007 REPORT NO. PC-07-010
ATTENTION: Planning Commission, Agenda of February §, 2007
SUBJECT: STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51076

. PROCESS 4

OWNER/APPLICANT:  David Stebbins

SUMMARY

DIVERSITY

[ EPRTE S0

Issue(s): Sbould the Planning Commission approve the demolition of an existing one-

- story duplex, and the construction of & new 1,749 square-foot, three-story single family

residence above 2 8§16 square-foot basement garage on a 2,500 sguare-Toot site, and 1o
allow for 2 deviaton from the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Areas?

Sraff Re.com'm endation:

1. CERTIFY MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION No. 51076, and ADOPT MMRP;
and

2. Approve Cozstal Development Permit No. 147134; and

3. Approve Site Development Permit No. 389830,

Communitv Planning Group Recommendation: The subject project was presented at
the Ocean Beach Planning Board's General Meeting on July 5, 2006. There were two
motons concerning this property and neither one passed (Voie 4-4-0) (Attachment 10).

Epvironmental Review: A Mitigatzd Negative Declaration (MND), Project No. 51076,
has been prepared for the project in accordance with State of Californiz Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRZP) has been prepared and will be implemented for Archasological Resources

which will reduce any potential impacts 10 below a level of significance.

Fiscal Impact Statement: The cost of processing this application is paid for by the

[+
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Code Enforcement Impact: None with this action. There are no open cases in the
Neighborhood Code Compiiance Department for this property.

Housing Impact Statement: The 0.057-acre site is presently designated for muiti -family

esidential at 15 to 25 dwelling units per acre in the Ocean Beach Precise Plan which
would allow 1 dwelling unit on the nro; ect site. The proposal to demolish an existing 2-

dwelling unit duplex swucture and construct a 1-dweliing unit structure on the 2,500
square-foot lot is within the density range 0 13 to 235 dwelling units per acre identified in
the Precise Plan. The proposal would result in 2 net loss of 1 dwelling unit in the coastz]
zone. Howwer this does not wigger any remedial achon 10 replace affordable housing
within the community because it does not meet the Coastal Overlay Zone Affordable
Housing Replacement Regulations requiring, “Demolifion of a residential structure with
three or more dweliing units or demolition of at [east eleven units when two or more
 structures are involved.” '

1

BACKGROUND .

{ ""':.".":11 Mrarlats Frvta formmen o
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Roadway, Beach Parking Impact Over]av ZOne AJIDOIT Anm:r"oaob Ov lay Zo J3k1_z-po;t'r
Epvirons Overlay Zone, and the 100-year Floodplain Overlay Zone. The 0.057-acre site is within
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (LCP) which desicnazes
the property and surrounding neighborhood for multi-family land use at a maximum densitgof
25 dwelling units per acre (At{aﬂnmwn 3).

The single-story, 1,250 square-foot duplex was constructed in 1935, The project site is
surrounded by established multi-family residential developments to the west, east, south and
Ocean Beach Dog Park to the northwest. The San Diego River'is located approximately 6350 feet
to the north of the proposed development and the Pacific Ocean to the west (Attachment 2).

A Coastal Development Permit (CDP) is required 1o allow the demolition of an existing one-
story, duplex ané the construction of 2 new three-story above basement single family residence,
fronting West Point Loma Boulevard.

A Site Development Permit in accordance with Process 4 is also reguired to allow for g deviation
to the Special Flood Hazard Area, per the City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations
(SDMC Section 142.0110 Table 143-014).

DISCUSSION

Project Description:

The project proposes the demolition of the existing one-story duplex and the construction of a
new three-story above basement single family residence, fronting West Point Loma Boulevard.

2.
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Ye oroD'ospd 749 square-foot single family residence would include an office, master
bedroom, TWOo oaLnrooms and & patio on the first level; 2 kitchen, dining room, living room:,
bathroom and two decks on the second level; and a loft and a deck on the third-floor level. - The
project would also include & subterranean two-car garage with a storage area.

‘The exterior treatments of the single family residence would include 2 smicco finish with glass
blocks located on the north, south and west sides of the single-family residence. The second and
third levels would include a foam shape comice that would bordsr each of those levzls. Pipe
Tailing wounld vorder the top of sach level, along with 2 2 14 foot giess rail on both the second and
third level dacks on the west side of the structure. The easiern helf of the roof would consist of
downward sloping concrete flat tile roofing, while the west half of the roof would consist of  flat

roof (Amachment 5).

Community Plan Analvsis:

As originelly submitted, the project included the demolition of the existing duplex and
conswucton ofa 1,751 (original proposal) sguare-foot three-level singie dwelling unit with 2
suhierranean parking garage. Staff initially had concerns regarding the bulk and scale poriraved
in the first submittal. The project site is locaied on one side of z block consistng of 1-story
duplexes. The architectural styie of the existng 1-story duplexes are virmally identical and have
besn determined not to be historically significant. Many of the siructures are dilapidaied ang in
need of repair/remodeling and the proposal would be consistent wir.'n ine Ocean Beach Action
Plan's objective 1o “Renovate substandard and dilapidated proparty” (Residential Element) and
"Promote the continuation of an economically balanced housing market, providing for all age

groups and family tvpes” (Residential Element).

taff’s initial concerns regaraing the pronosal s bulk and scale were addressed when the
applicant, after meeting with stafi, incorporated suggestions that served 1o further break down the
bulk of the original subminal in 2 manner that preserves the character of small-scale residential
development in the community. ‘

The revised project would be consistent with the Ocean Beach Pre cise Plan. At three stories, the
_ project would be of a larger scale than immediate]y surrounding development. Howevar, the
project would more closely match 2-story structures on the block to the immediate north of West
Point Loma Boulevard. In addition, the project area is mapped within the 100-year floodplain
and the resirictions on development within the fioodplain reguire that the first floor be 2 feat
above the base flood elevanon, which would effectively render the ground floor uninhzbitable for
most properties in this arez. This condition and the RM-2-4 zone requirement that 23 percent of
FAR be uijlized for parking led the applicant tc waterproof the garage in order io avoid having
part of the ground floor level devoted 10 parking, which, in tum, would have drastically reduced
habitable Space. The project proposal includes a modest increase in square footage from 1,250 10
1,749 and the applicant has submitted & design that is well-articulated with pronounced step
backs on both the second and third stores which would enhance pedestrian orientation aiong the
public righi-of-way. The third siory roof is also sloped down in front w further break up the
scale of the proposal. Further, the proposal observes the thirty-1oot he ight limit of the Coastal

(]
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Overtey Zons.

Stafi concluded {nat the proposed design typifies “small-scals” low-density development and
would be consisient with bom the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and the Action Plan goals for
redevelopment and owner occupiad housing. This determination was based on the well
erticulated design which reduces the bulk of the siructure and observes the Coastal Overlay
neignt limit while mindful of the site’s physical constraints and regu] atory issues which inciude
the floodplain and zoning iimitations on floor area ratio.

The project is located berween the first public right-of-way and the ocean and therefore issnes of
coastal access (physical and visual) must be addressed. The proposal would not impact any
physical access to the coast. In addition, there are no public view corridors identified in the arez
by either the Ocean Beach Precise Plan or the Ocean Beach Action Plan. Noneathel ess, the

- project would respect setback requirements and z three foot view corridor would be provided
along the east and west sides of the property throngh a deed restricton to preserve views toward
Dog Beach and the San Diego River

Environmental Analvsis:

The project site is within the 100 vear JOOO‘Dlal"J and is therefore considered environmentally

veland, Howsver, the previcus site gading and consuucuon of the exisling dupiex have
completely Gisturbed the site. The property is relatively flat with an elevation of § fest above
mean sea 1evel and does not include any sensiuve topographical or biolegical resources. The site
18 neither within nor agjacent 1o Mulu-Habitar Planning Area (MHFPA) lands. A Mitgated
Negatve Declaration dated November 2, 2008, has been prepared for this project in accordance
with State CEQA guidelines, and a Mn‘:auon: Monitoring and Reporting Program is required

for Archaeological Resources to reduce any potential impacts 1o below a level of significance,

Proiect-Related Issnes:

The proposed develomﬁen’t will be constructed within the 100 Year Floodplain (Special Flood |
Hazard 4rea), and has a Base Flood Elevation of 9:6 feet mean sea level, The resmictions on
development within the floodplain reguire that the lowest floor, including basement, be elevaied
at least 2 fest above the bese flood elevation in accordance with San Diego Mumcipal Code
(SDMC) section §143.0146(C)(6). while the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
reguires that the finished floor elevétion be at one or more fest above the bese flood elevation
(BFE). This project is requssiing 2 devietion 1o allow development of the residential sructure, 1o
be at 7.1 fest below the Bese Flood Elevation. The subterranean garags, which would have 2
depth of § feet below existing grades, would be at least two fest below the hich groundwarer
tzble. However, the project has been designed and conditionsd to mitigate poiential flood related
aamas_re 10 the p'mcmal residential siructure by raising the reguired living space floor arez above
e flood line per FEMA reguirements, and flood-proof all structures subject 10 inundation in
accordance with Technical Bulletn 3-03 of the Federal Insurance Administration. Building
conditions Nos. 20 and 21 of the Site Development Permit are required to implement the ESL
Regulations and allow the site w0 be developed below the BFE. All State and Federal flood

- 4.
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requiskrherns shall be saiisfied and the project would be consisient with FEMA guidelines
through the above mentioned conditions.

As such, the proposed design complies with the requirements for development in a floodplain
and the impact would not be significant or otherwise, would be mitigated 10 below a level of
significance. The project is consistent with the land use designation in the Ocean Beach Precise
Plan and Local Cozstal Program.

Staff can support the proposed deviation as the project conforms 1o the development regul ations
throvgh sensitive design practices.

Community Groun:; The Ocean Beach Planning Board met on July 5, 2006. There were two
motons presented concarming this property and neither one passed.

» The first mortion was 10 approve the project as presented. The motion failed by z vore of
440
'

+ The subssguent motion was to deny the project as presenteé due 10 the bulk and scale.

—— .

This motion also failed by & vote of 4-4-0,
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Varnus board members notad that the new regid

over the existing dupliex, and would improve the character of the general neighborhood. In
addition, the change from a duplex 0 2 single Tamily residence would reduce density in the area.

Various board members noted concerns abowt the height of the project, and that other properties
on the block mighi be re-developad to similar neights, aliering the character of the neighborhood.
Their concern is that subsequent development might create a corndor of tall buildings on the
block. The suggestion was 10 resirict e project o0 o stories.

As previously indicated, the project site is mapped within the 100-vear floodplain and the
restrictions on developmeni within the fioodplain require that the first floor be 2 fzet 2bove the
base flood elevaton, which would effectively render the ground floor uninhabitabie for most
properiies in this aree. The applicant has submitied & design that is well-articulared with
pronounced step backs on both the second and third stories which would enhance pedesirian
orientation along the public right-of-way. The third story roof is alsc sloped down in front te
further break up ihe scale of the proposal. Staff believes these design fearures would alisviate the
concern of tall buildings creating a corridor effect in the neighborhood and that the proposed
project would mest goals of both the Ocean Beach Precise Plan and Action Plan regarding

redevelopment,

Coasial Commission: A review letier dated Augnst 11, 2008 was received from the California
Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission staff noted that the proposed project should be
evaluzted Tor adequate parking, potential public view blockage, and compatibility with the
community character of the area. Given the orientation of the residence 10 the acean, and since
the site is adjacent 10 the public park and beach, a view analysis should be performed. The
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propusdd Gevelopment should address any potential impacts to public access, inciuding impacts
related to construction and should be consistent with the policies of the LDC which require open
fencing in the side vards, and low level vegetation 1o preserve public views 1o the ocean.

ool

City staff reviewed the project for potential public view blockage and noted that neither the
Ocean Beach Precise Plan (OBPP), nor the Ocear Beach Acuon Plan identify any specific public
view comidors in the project area. However, the applicant 1s reguired to preserve 2 taree-foot

view commidor along both the =ast and west sides of the proparty through 2 deed restriction to
preserve views toward Dog Beach and the San Diego River. Therefore, no impacts 1o public
access, or any public views would be effscted by the proposed projact,

Geology: The project site is located within Geologic Hazard Zones 31 and 52 as shown on the
San Diego Seismic Safety Study maps. Zone 31 encompasses areas with & high liquefaction

. potential. Zone 32 is characterized by & low risk of geologic hazards. A geotechnical
investigation was conducied that addresses liguefaction potential of the proposed project site.
The geqtechnical consultant concluded that soils 10 a depth of about 16-feet are susceptible to
11aucracuon and they recommend 2 rigid, reinforcad concrete mat foundation 1o mitigate
'hquefacuon induced settlement and resist hydrostatic uplift. ’

Groundwater was encountered ata depth of approximately 5 feet. Construction dewatering will
be necessary, which might result in minor settlement of adjacent properties. The geotechnical
conswitant reCOMMENas nat the GeWaIsnng de periormed on a jocalized dasis and existng
Improvements monitored 1o minimize possible impacis.

eotechnical reports addrassing the project were raviewed by City Geology staff Basad on that
review, the geotechnical consultant adeguately addressed the soll and geologic conditions

potentally impacting the proposed development for the purpose of environmental review. An
addendum geotechnical report will be raguired for submittal of construciion pians for ministerial

SITTIITS.
Conclusion;
Staff has reviewed the proposad project and has determined the projeci is in conformance wiih all

1ars
applicable sections of the San Diego Municipal Code regarding the RM-2-4 Zone, as allowed
through the Site Development Permit Process. Staff has concludad that the proposed deviation
will not adversely affect the General Plan, the Ocean Beach Precise Plan, and is appropriate for
this location and wil] result in a more desirable project than would be achieved if designed in
strict conformance with the development regulations of the applicable zone. Staff believes the
required findings can be supported as substantiated in the Findings {Atachment 9) and
ecommends approval of the proiect as proposead.

AL TERNATIVES

1. Approve Coastal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site Development
Permii No. 389939, with modifications.
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Deny Coestal Development Permit No. 147134, and Site Davelopment

Permit No. 389839, if the findings required to approve the project canunot be

affirmed.

-2

CERTIFY Minugated Negative Declaration No. 51076, and ADOPT the MMRP.

L

Respectfully submitted,

\ N —
Mike Westlake ‘ Laila Iskandar
Program Manager Program Manager
Development Services Department Development Services Department
Attachments:
1 DPraiect T acation W ET
2. Aerial Photograph
3. Community Plan Land Use Map
4. Project Data Sheet
3. roject Development Plans
€. Site Photos
7. Compatible Structures in Neighborhood
8 - Drait Permit with Conditions
9. Draft Resolution with Findings
10. Community Planning Group Recommendation
11, Ownersnip Disclosure Statement :
12.  Project Chronology
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APPEAL OF THE STEBBINS RESHENCE PEANKING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF
PERMITS AND MIT IGA’]ZED T\'EG ATIVE DECLARATION

, .JH .II )
: 45
This project should not be allowsd a variance for undergroing parking in a flood plain due to:
» Conflict with Ciry Council Policy 600 — 14
»  FEMA “strictly prohibits™ parking under residzncs in floodplains.

» {ons=guences of approving sub-surface parking under residence in a flood plain

* Inconsisient with the Ocean Beach Precise Plan
* Stebbins’ residence doss not mest the FEMA Standards for granting of z variance for
derground parking of residence in a floodplain

- Findings are not supported

»  Mzjor deficiencies in the Mitgated Negauve Declaration

*  Conflicts with Other Marters including Council member Faulconer's signed pledge 1o Jim

Bell to oppose flood plain developmen '
City Wide Significance: The proposal would s=t & precedent for allowing parking bencath
residensal swucturss in flood plains. Mr. Stebbins has acknowledged this. (Amachment 4, P. 2)
If San Di=go were placed on NFIP Prabaton for this, the thousands of residents carrving flood:
insurance would have their annual premiums raised. This would create a public outcry as has
rred when FEMA has placed other communities on Probation for NFIP violations.

CONFLICTS WITH CITY COUNCIL POLICY 606 - 14
Ciry Counci] Policy 600-14 states: “Development within arsas of spacial fiood hazard is unwise
from a public health, safery and general welfare standpoint.” This Policy is not addressed in the
' Mitigated Negative Declaration (MIND) or Permits. The propossd re-developmsnt would take
‘ p e in the 100 vear flood plain of the San Disgo River as cited P. 13, proposad Permit and

F MA Zons A according 1o the MND, P. 1. The plan 1o excavare down inio the flood plain (7

Teet below the 100 vear flood level) is not only unwise, it dzfies cormmon sense.

NEW INFORMATION: PRIOR CITY REJECTION OF
UNDERGROUND PARKING NOT DISCLOSED IN MND OR TO
PLANNING COMMISSION: PROJECT APPLICANT STEBBINS
CALLED THIS A “PROJECT STOPPER”

Underground parking legal confliet: The parking under z residence in 2 floodplain legal confiict wes known both

10 Mrz. Si=bbins and siaff ai i=ast 2s far back 25 Gerober, 2005, Mr. Stebbing wromwe 1 project manager Iskandar
outlining the reasons he thought the deviation from FEMA standards should be granted.  (Ses Akachment 4).
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PMdject Manager Iskandar wroie that st taff COle Dot SuppoIt 2 project with unowground pasking
due o the FEMA and Citv codes which don’t allow 1t: In 2 November 4, 2003 lemer to Mr.
Stebbins, Ms. Iskandar wrote:

“Ciry staff cannot support the request for an underground parking for the project site.” As
the development is taking place within the 100 vear flood plain zone, certain
standards/regulation design must be applied, and the project as presented including the
request for Variance or deviation is not in compliance with the City Ordinance which do
not allow for construction bellow grade in these circumstances. As noted previously in our
early assessment reports thatgomer for staff to support the project, applicant shall
demonstrate conformance with the SDMC section 143.0146¢(6) requirement in regard to
development within a Special flood Hazard Area and having the lowest floor, including
basement, elevated at Jeast 2 feet above the base flood elevation,

City staff recommends the following:

1 Redesign the project to mest the above requirements...” (Attachment 3)

THIS PRJOR REJECTION OF UNDERGROUND PARKING WAS NOT DISCLOSED IN
THEE MND OR TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION! It is not Lmown why staff changed their
minds on this issus. Mr. Stebbins referred to if as a “Drm et stoppnr n his October 23, 2003
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bring them 10 my attention.” (ATia cm?gent 4, Tnﬂ omsr “project siopper issue

-

as the scaie of

the proposal.

FEMA “STRICTLY PROHIBITS” PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLOOD PLAINS

FEMA Technical Bulletin 6-93 BELOW GRADE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR

BUILDINGS LOCATED IN SPECIAL rL.OOD HAZARD ARZAS IN ACCORDANCE WITH
THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCEZ FROGRAM (Anachment 1, PP.1,2) states: “Beiow-
1ade Parking Garages in Residenual Buildings in A Zones Section 60.3¢(2) of the NFIP

regulations states that a community shall:

Require that all new conswucnon and substantial improvements of residential stuctures within
Zones A1-A30, AE and AH on the community’s FIRM have the Jowest fioor (including
basement) elevated 1o or above the base flood lavel. . ‘

Under the NFIP, a below-grade parking garags 1s considered a basement if it is below grade on all
sides. Therefore, the construction of below-grade parking garages is prohibited beneath residsntal
buildings in Zones A1-A50, AE, and AH” ‘

FEMA has written (Attachment 2) that this is a strict prohibidon.

Mr. Gregor Blackburn, Senior Natural Hazaras Program Specialist for DHS-FEMA Region 9 (San
Diago’s Region) noted in a March 2 email: :
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of Tzchnical Bulletin 6-83 are explicit. The Natonal Fiood Insurance Program
by prol hibit the placement of pelow-grade parking garages undsr residsntial

“The provisions

regulanons swict
ructures.”
POTENTIAL CONSEQUENCES OF APPROVING SUB-SURFACE PAREING UNDER
RESIDENCE IN A FLOOD PLAIN

Mr. Blackburn (FEMA, Region 9 said in 2 March 2 email ( Attachment 2) :

&2

“A community which has permitied construction 1n violation of their local flood damage
prevention ordinance (which must meet the reguirements of Vol. 44 of the Code of Federal
Regulations) and having been found in violaton of the NFIP would be requirad 1o remediats the
violation to the maximum extent possible. If the community does not work fo remediate the
violarion thev could be put on probation or suspendad from the program. If the community is in
the Community Raung Sv*t“m-—u ‘nere A:SCOUNTIS ars given on flood insurance premiurms—those
discounts could be rescinded.”
- The above information 15 more than enough to deny the Permits for this project as propoesad with

underground parking.

INCONSISTENT WITH OCEAN BEACH PRECISE PLAN

Allowable building on lot size: Page 116 of the OB Precise Plan (Attachment 3) describes the
Stebbins residence sxact lot size: 25 fzet by 100 fest. This page also shows “probabls
lavelopment” for this lot as =ither 1 s10ry/1250 square feet or 2 storv/1750 square f221. Neither
has undereround parking, This page directly coniradicts siaff and applicant claims that he could
not build a 1750 squars foot residsnce uniess he was grantsd the variance for underground parking
in a fiood plain. See also attachment 10 in Wmcn amohcam archirect asks City whether they will
need 1o radesign without underground parking.

Visual impact: Evidence of visual impacts not disclesed in the pmnos=~d MND or Parmirs is
titied “Policy Review Commitee,” Planner: Kempion. Itis dated 12-22-04. While these
comments appear 1o bave been made to a prior design, they are stll applicable. (A refersnce 10
2211 sq. ft. is crossed out and replaced with 1747 sg. fi.).  City planner Kempton wrote: “The
proposal would adversely affect the following policies in the Ocean Beach Precise Plan: ‘That
views available from elevat .,d arses and those adjacent 1o e deaches and ocean be preservedand
enhanced whenzsver possible.” Proposal would block views from elevated areas as weh as thoss
adjacent to e beaches as proposal is on the first pubhic ROW from the ocean. Proposal would
also adversely affect the following policy: "That yards and coverage pe adsquaie 10 insure
provision of light an d air 10 swrounding properties, and that thoss requirements b2 mors swingen

where necessary for buildings over two stories in nsight....Proposal would cast shadows over
peighboring building/residence and impact air circulaton...... ? (Attachment 6)

Affordable housing: Page 24 of the OB Precise Plan (Summary of Recommendation; Ses:
Attachment 7) states: ““That lower income housing be encouragad 10 be mamfam din Ocean
Beach, especially through minor rehabilitation of existing sub-standard units.” This proposal is

Lo}
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wiconsisient with that recommendanon as lower income residents would be displaced. Ina lemer
to Ms. Iskandar, Mr. Stzbbins states that hie has spoken With 6 other neighboring landowners who
wiil follow his lead i his project is approvad {Amachment 4). This evidencs of cumulative
1mpacis 1o n°10n00'nooa character and 1085 of aaoraaok- housing/conflict with Ocean Beach

~ Pracise Plan is not in the MND.

OTHER NEW INFORMATION

Ms. Iskandar replied in an email February 27, 2 days prior to the second hearing:

" 4. Consmuction of the subterranean portons of the struemure will re quire dewatering. The
geotechnical consultant indicated that the dewatering might cause [Ms. Iskandar inserted the
word “minor”] sertiemeant of adjacent properties resulting in minor cosmetic dismess that can
be easily repaired. They recommended that the condition of saucturss and improvements
adjacent to the subject property be documented before the dewatering operations begin and be
monitored during the dewatering opsration In addition, the consuliant recommends that the
dewatering program be performed on 2 localized basis (as pracnual) In or dar to minimize

possible impacts.

The exact quote from the Geo-Technical Report (ReDh=s 10 City Questions, Avgust 3, 2003, Page
2, Cnnsman Wheeler Engineering) 13! 7 S,

“WWe are not indicating that the dewatering operation will cause semlement bt rather that it mich
cause settlement on adjacent propernes. Ifit does occur, we expect it will result in only minor
cosmetic damage thai can be easily repaired.” (S22 Amachmen: 8).

It is roubling that this information “might cause minor seitlement of adjacent properties rasuliing
in minor cosmetic distress that cap be easily r epaired” r2 garding potenzial impacts to adjacent )
properties is not in the MND or Permits. Tbl:, makes the MND and Permits fundamentally
misleading and inadsquate as informative documents. Also, m° tanning Commission was not -
.informsad of this “inconvenient tuth
The MND (P. 4) inzludes the following misleading statement: “With regards to the de-watering
plan, it is not enforced through the discretionary procsss; bowever, compliance with the
procedures for de-watering as outlined above would preclude potential impacrs resulting from
ground failure” In truth, it is cleariy within the discretion of decision makers to reject this
proposal based upon potential damage to adjacent properties.

CONFLICTS WITH OTHER MATTERS

A4 FEMA VARIANCE IS UNW‘{RRAI\'TED FOR UNDERGROUND P4REING BENEATH
A4 RESIDENCE IN. A FLOOD PLAIN
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4% XFR 60.6 Variances.and Exceptions authorizes communities 10 grant variances-1o the
regulations set for in Ssction 60.3, 60.4, 60.3. The aforsmentioned secnons refer 1o placing
habitable structures in relation to the 100 year (base) flood. Almost without exceptionn, FEMA
requires that habitable structures (inciuding basements/underground parking) be one foot

above the base flood.

Szcton 60.6(a) (2) states: “Variances may be issuzd by a community for new constuction and
ected on a2 lot of ons-half acre or less in size connguous to and

substantial improvemesnts 1o be erecie
surrounded by lots with existing smucture constructed below the base flood lavel, in conformance

with the procedures of paragraphs (2) (3), (£), (5) and {6) of this sscuon”™

(3) Variances shall only be issued by a community upon (i) 2 showing of good and sufficient cause,
(ii) a determination that failure o grant the variance would resuit in exceptiopal hardship 10 the
applicant,, and (iii) & detenmination that the granting of & variance will not result in Increased
flood heighrs, additional threats to public safery, exwaordinary public expense, create
nuisances, cause fraud on or victimization of the pubiic, or conflict with local laws or
ordinancss. (4) Variances shall only be issusd upon 2 determinanon that the variance 1s the
‘minimum necessary, considering the flood hazard, to afford relief

(4) A community sball notify the applicant in writing over the signature of a community official
that (I) the issuance of a vananon 10 consmuct a sgucnwre below the base flood level will result
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insurance coverage and (ii) such conswuction below the flood level increase risks o life and

property.” ,

ection 60.6(b)(2) states: “The Administrator shall prepare a Special Eovironmemal Clearance 1o
determine whether the proposal for an sxception under paragraph (b) (1) of this section will bave
significant impact on the human environment. The decision whether an Environmental Impact
Statement or other environmental document will be preparsd, will be made 1o accordance with the
procedures set out in 44CFR part 10. Niperv or more davs may be required for an epvironmenial
guality clearance if the DI”ODOS d exception will have significant impact on the human environment

thersby requiring an EIS

60.6¢ states: “A community may propose fiood piain management measurss which adopt

standards for flood prooizd residenrial basements os low the base flood level in zones Al- 30, AH,

AQ, and AT which are not subject io tidal flooding. Norwithstanding the reguirements of

paragraph (b) of this section the Administrator may approve s proposal providad art

(1) The community has deamonsirated that arsas of special fiood hazard 1n which basements will be
permnitted are subjeci io shzliow ané low velocity flooding and that there is adeguate flood

ng esidents are notified of impending floods. For the purposes of

this paragraph flood characteristics must include: (I) Flood depths that are five feet or less for
developable lots that are contiguous to land above the base flood level and three feet or less for

warning time to ensure that all r r

other lots.....”
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- WHY THE STEBBINS RESIDENCE DOES NOT MEET THE FEMA STANDARDS FOR
GRANTING OF 4 VARIANCE FOR UNDERGROUND PARKING OF RESIDENCE IN 4

FLOODPLAIN

“Good and sufficient cause™ has not been shown by the applicant. There ars false claims by
stzff in Findings for Permit (and by the applicant) that he could not build 2 1750 square foor

~ residence
(OBPB) conclusively shows that 1s not oue.” Staif claims in the Findings thai the San Disgo
Municipal Code requires 23% of lot size t0 be devoted o parking in the mult-unit RM-2-£
zone. This would make sense IF parking were being plannad for mors than one unit.
However, since he is proposing a single family residence, requiring 23% of lot size (600 square
feet—enough for 4 cars!) is not a reasonadle interpretation of this Code. o

2. The “Failure 1o grant the variance would result in excepronal hardship to the applicant”
FEM.A standard (60.6(2)(3)(ii) has not been met. Ms. Iskandar’s November 4, 2003 l=tter to Mr.
Stebbins clearly states that such circumsiances do not ment a Varjance., She was correct than and

tis puzzling why she and staff changed their formerly valid assessment. Saz also #1.

. The mr0posal rmcm cause ‘“nuisances” as stated in Mr. Stebbins’ engineers Report (Christian

v e A vymaes & IONT

-
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“We are pot indicating that the de-waiering operation will cause sewiement but rather that it might
cause sertlement on adjacent properties. If it does occur, we expect it will result in only minor
cosmetic distress that can be easily repaired.” To grant a Variance, a proposal mus: not cause 2
nuisance as staied in 60.5(a)(3)(1ii). This sub-section also stares that a vaniance will not conflict
with local laws or. ordinances. The proposal doss conflict with the OBPB as stated in thai Ssction.
Also, Ms. Iskandar’s aforementioned letter demonstrates that the proposal does conflict with local
ordinance
Evidence that the proposal would result in increassd threats o public safety is in FEMA code
which states:
“A community shall notify the applicant in writing over the signamres of a communitv
official thar (I) the issuance of variance 1O cORSITuCE a syucturs below the basa flood level
will result in increased premium rates for flood insurance up 10 amounts as high as $23 for
$100 of insurance coverage and (1i) such construction pzlow the base flood level increasss
risks to lifz and property.” Section 60.6(2)(3)

4. “Variances shall only be issued upon a aetermmamon that th2 variance is the minimum
necessary, considering the flooding hazard, w0 afford reiief.” The applicant has not snown that any

“relief” would be amainsd by the variance for underground parking. He can clzarly redev elop nis

property with the same sguare footage without underground parking as stated in reason #1.

5. The applicant has not demonswated that fiood depths would be thres feet or less (for his lot

which is contiguous with lots below the base flood level; staff and applicant have acknowisdged

that adjacent lots are below the base flood Ievel). The MND (p. 1) and Permits acknowiedge that

unlsss this deviaton is granted. Howsver, Page 116 of the Ocean Beach Preciss Plan

(]
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i padiihe area/basement would be 7 fezt below the base flood-—-thereby missing the Variance
standard by 4 feet! See Section 66.5¢(1)(1).

Another possible confiict (though this 1s not a8 clearly documented as the above reasons) with
FEMA variance standards, is that such devianons must not bz subjsct 1o ndal flooding. Sse:
Section.60.6 ¢.  The CA Coazsta] Commission has required wave rupn up stndias for redevelopment
of residences which are located on the final sweet before the beach as is the Stebbins residence,

MORE CONFLICTS WITH OTHER MATTERS

Council member Faulconsr signad a pledge to ecological designar Jim Bell in exchange for Mr.
Bell's endorsement of Mr. Faulconsr’s candidacy for Ciry Council. Part of this pledgs was t'hat: if
elected, he would oppose flood plain development. Approving this proposal would be
inconsistent with that pledge.

FINDINGS NOT SUPPORTED

Page 8, Finding No. 2 of the proposed Permits inaccurately states: “The proposed coastal
development will not adversaly affect environmentally sensitive lands.”

The proposed de-watering will interfere with the existing groundwater tabls as statsd
above—potentizlly damaging adjacent residences. Flood plaing are natural resources 25 described
in Executive Crder 11988 “Flood plain Managernant.” (S22

hitp://www usace. army. mil/ew/cecwo/reg/eo1 1988 .htm) The Ciry of San Disgo, has agreed to act
in conformance with tais Order as stated 1n Grant Conditions for repair of the Point Loma Ouifzll
{1992) and for construction of the North City Water Reclamation Plant. This Order states that
those charged with following the Order shall only aliow proposals n a flood plaiﬁ 111t 15 the least
environmenially damaging practicable alternative. This Order is much like the language of the
city's ESL regulations which require a proposal’s impacts on ESL to be “minimized.” This
proposal is not the least damaging practicable alternative nor does it “minimize” impacts to the
fiood plain or adjacent properties. :

Page 8, No. 3 states: “The proposed coastal development is in conformity with the certified Local
Coastal Program iand use plan and complies with all regulations of the certified Implemenration
Program.”

Coestal Permits must be approvad by the State. The State and Ciry 1s required to deny permits 1o
proposals that would violate federal regulations as stated in the szction FEMA “STRICTLY
PROHIBITS” PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLOODPLAINS ‘

Retaining walls needed: Alsc, 2 six foot high retaining walls are proposed at the east and west
ends of the proposed underground parking garage/basement. Such walls might be considered
“shoreline protection devices” and the Coastal Commission might deny a Permit for these. Ifthe
underground parking were sliminatsd, the need for these walls would also be eliminated—as no
such walls currently exist on the site which has at-grade parking. ‘


http://www.usace.army.mil/cw/cecwo/reg/eol
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Denmme-n‘ml 1o public health, safety and welfare: Page 10, No. 2 states: “The proposed

jevelopment will not be derrimenial 10 the public health, safety, and welfare.” This Finding is
contradictd by Council Policy 600-14 “Dzvelopment in arsas of special flood hazard is unwise
from & public healih, safery, and geperal welfare standpoint.” This Finding is also contradicted by
FEMA resirictions on sub- sunac:° parking beneath residences. The 9 foot vertical deviation from
Cirv Code reguiring the bortom fioor (including Das"mbnts) to be slevaied to 2 feet above the 100

sar flood and thz 8 foot vertical violation of FEMA regulations requiring the basement/garage o

be one foot above the 100 vear flood—is clear evidence this Finding is not supported by facts.

Related, at the February § hearing; a nearby resident testified that in the floods of 1982-83, his
residence was under 2-3 feet of water and be iost evervthing,

Page 10, No. 3 states: “The proposed developrment wiil comply with the regulations of the Land
Development Code. However, the deviation requestad conflicts with SDMC 143.0146.C(6) and
the code requirement 10 be consistant with FEMA regulations. City Project Manager Iskandar
confirms this in her rejection of the Stebbins request for Variance. (Attachment 3)

Site suitability; Page 11, No. I states: “The siie is physically suitable for the design and siting
~ of the proposed dsvelopment and the deveiopment will resuli in minimum disturbance 1o

environmentally sensitive lands.” Page 11. No. 2 states “The propesed deveiopment will
minirnize the alteration of lanc forms and will not result in undue nsk from geoiogic and erosional
forces, flood hazards, or fire hazards.” Page 12, No.3 states: “The propossd development will be
sited and dasigned 1o prevent adverse impacts on any adjacent epvironmentzlly sensitive lands.”
Howsver, in her February 27 email to Randy Berkman (Anachment §), project manager Iskandar
'°p11'='d that the city had not done any alterpatves review, How can the proposal result in

“minimum disturpance” to the flood plain and/or adjacent residences if no alterpatives review was
done? A dessign with ai-grade parking is fzasible and currently exisis and would lessen potepnal
_ﬂooding Impacts oy bﬁilding up, no: down as well as eliminating damaging impacts.to adiacent
. rasidences from the proposed de-watering—since the propesed sub-surface excavation wouid be
“Sllmlflat“‘d Stebbins’ own consuitant wrote of eliminating the underground parking &s an option
(%Tachment 10}, 7

Page 13 No. 1 siaies “The nature and 2xXient 0F mingation required as a condition of the permit is
roabonaolv relaiad to, and calculated 1o alieviate, nesgatve irrmacrs created by the proposed
gsvelopment.” Howsver, the “mitgation/flood proofing” proposed is explicitly pronibited by
fJ:E’V[ regulations. The FEMA Technical Bulletin 3-83 used o jusiify approval of the
project—is for NON-RESIDENTIAL STRUCTURES. REGRETABLY, THIS VITAL PIECE
OF I‘f\rORMAuOT\ WS OMITTED FROM BOTH THE PERMITS AND
MND—MAKING BOTH FUNDAMENTALLY MISLEADING AND INADEQUATE.

Page 13 No. | states: “There are no feasibie measures that can further minimize the poiential
adverse aff=ct on enwromnsmall}-' lands.” Page 14 No. 2 states “The propossé deviation is the
minimum necessary 1o afford relief from special circumstaness or condizions of the land, not of the
applican:’s making.” This is not wue. The redevelopment could include at grade parking with no
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resacts to groundwatsr and the proposed de-watering. See Attachment 3: Ocean Beach Preciss
Plan showing & 1750 square foot option on site without underground parking.
The lot is 2500 sguare feei—a very small size. The owner knew this when h= bought it..

Page 14, No. | “Supplemental Findings, Environmentally Sensitive Lands Deviation rom FEM.4

Regulations states: “The City engineer has determined that the deviation would not result in

- additional threats to the public safery, extraordinary public expense, or creats a public nuisance.”

H owever, the City Engineer does not have the authority to violate FZMA ragulations as s:ated in
tion on why 2 FEMA Varjance is not menis

MAJOR DEFICIENCEIS IN THE MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
The omission of informaton contained in FEMLA Technical Bulletn 6-93 25 stated in the secion

FEMA STRICTLI PROHIBITS™ PARKING UNDER RESIDENCE IN FLOODPL.AINS

Tn1> omission misinformed and misied the CEQA public r»wew proc

b—t

The MIND refers 1o FEMA Tzchnicel Bulletin 3-93 without listing its title: “NON-
RESIDENTIAL FLOODPROOF D\JG—RAaumenrs and Certification for Buildings Located
in Special Flood Hazard Aress)” They are citing a Bullenin for NON-Residential stuctures o

1

-~

justfy approval of sub-surface oa_ung for a Residential sgucrure.

2. Omission of the potential damages 10 adjacent residences which the consultzni’s report swiss

could occur with de-watering, This is a serious omission.  Would adjacent property owners
have testified in support of the project (February 8) if they had known this projzect couid

f=p-1 8

damage their residences?

LACK OF CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS FROM 3 STORY RESIDENCES,
UNDERGROUND PARKING AND RETAINING WALLS. Two nearby landowners
testified thai they would do something similar with their propertv IF this plan is approved.
An October 23, 2005 lemer from David Stebbins to Laila Iskandar staies that he has spoksn

wl oty

NES

Laym -

with 6 neighboring landowners who will build simular projects if his is approved. (Attachmens
4) This is “reasonably foreseeable evidence” (under CEQA) of impacis far bevond this ons
project. The “walling off impacts™ of 3 story residences (compared 10 existing ons story} of
this sireet closest 10 the beach—have not been assesszd as CEQA requirss. Also, if
underground parking were allowsd, retaining walls would occur all along this sweich of beach~
adiacent propertizs. The above curnulative impacts (neighborhood character, retaining walls,
underground parking/public safety) require a2 Mandatory Finding of Significance under CEQA.
Therefore, an MND cannot be approved for this proposal.  Such “walling off” appears to be
inconsistent with the requirements of the CA Coastal Act. The CA Coastal Commission
would look very closely at such issues. Also, they would not issue a Permit for any proposal

in violation of FEMA or CEQA.
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3. ~Jeviations from locel reguiations are evidence of significant impacts under CEQA. Sez © Protecy
the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) Cal App.4®
No. C042915. Third Dist. Mar. 12, 2004 which is quotad:

“Under the Guidelines, however, “[2]ach public agency 1s enéouraeed to develop
and publish thresholds of significance that the agency vses in the determination
of the significance of environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an
identfiable quantitative, qualitative or performance leve] of a particular
snvironmental effect, non-compliance with which means the effect will normally
be dc-z.,r"ninac'i 10 be significant by the agency and compliance with which means
e effect normally will be determined to bz less than significant.” (Guidelines,
{bhp Opn. Page 11} § 15064.7, subd. (a).) Such thresholds can be drawn from existing
environmental standards, such as other starutes or regularions. **[A]
lead agency’s use of exisung snvironmental standards in determining the
significance of a project’s environmental Impacts 1s an effective means of
promoting consistency in sigmificance dﬂz riminations and integr ating CEQA
environmental review activities with other environmental program planning and
regulation.”” (Communities for 2 Berer Environment v. California Resource
Agency, supra, 103 CalApp.4®atp, 1117

a
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The cumuiative $OCIC-2CONOIIC HNpacts of eliminating “affordabiz” housing rentals on this

block have not been revizwead 1n the MND.

o

CONCLUSION
As stated in Ms. Iskandar’s November 4, 2005 lemer to the applican:, the proposal should be
redasignad withourt the underground parking. It is unclear why staff reversed its=lf on their initial
rejection of underground parking of 2 residence 1n 2 flood plain. Ths currem proposal does not

set the FEMA reguirements for a variance as 1no “sxtreme hardship™ has been shown and other
standards for variance are not met. Eliminaton of uaderground parking would minimize impacss to
adjacent residences from the dewarering required.  Eliminanon of the undereround parking would |
also sliminate the private retaining walls which are inappropriate (and apparently precedent
setting) in 2 non-cliff arsa on the final swest before the beach. A redesign should b2 compliant with
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan which recommends the preservation of “affordabie”™ housing. 4
revised proposal should not set 2 preceden: of “walling off” the final sweet before the océan_ Also,
as City Plannar Kempion wrote, such a2 proposal 1s not compliant with the OBPB becauss “Views
from elzvaied arsas and those adjacen: 1o the beaches should be preserved and snhanced Whenever
possiple.” (P, 82,83 OBPB).

The current plan would violate various city flood plain and FEMA regulations and is alse
meonsistent wirh the C4 Coastal Act and CEQA. An MND cannot be approvead for such &
proposal since thers 1s l ar evidence of significant visual, land use and public safery impacts.

TTACHMENTS
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PEN A Technical Bulletin 6-93 BELOW GRADE PARKING REQUIREMENTS FOR
BUILDINGS LOCATED IN SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREAS IN ACCORDANCE
WITH THE NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE PROGRAM. K& | 5

Email from FEMA Hazard Mirtigation Senior Specialist Grezor Blackbum 10 Randy Berkman
(March 2, 2007).

3. Ocean Beach Precise Plan, P. 116.

Dawa Stebbins’ letter to City Project Manager Laila Iskandar (October 26, 2005) -

-2

Ms. Iskandar reply to #4—rgjecting his request for a flood plain Variance for under ground

parking _
Policy R°v1'=w of Planner Kempton describing Bulk and Scale inconsistencies with OBPB/ pA -3
7. OBPP, P24 recomrnendation for preservation of affordable housing

Wheeler Engineering Reply to Ciry requests for geo-te bz.ucal information mf‘luamo dew, atermcr
impacts 10 adjacent rasidences (August 5, 2003), e

Ms. Iskandar email to Randy Bnr}\man (Pborua*y 27, 2007) stating no alternatves revisw had
beendone £/, 2, %

10. Applicant architect, Jameas Flemming letter to City: “If we decided 10 eliminate the basement

=]

‘garage” (January 17, 2006

11. OBP¥: PP. £2-83
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NEW INFORMATION

CD COASTAL SHORELINE DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY
ZONE (Appendix B of Local Coastal Program) PROHIBITS
STEBBINS® RESIDENCE PROPOSAL -

RACKGROUND:

“On November 23, 1980, the San Diego City Council adopied the Ocean Beach Precise
Pian (OBPP) Local Coasial Program Adden'dum.”_(Page 128, Ocean Beach Precise Plan).
Pags 130 of the OBPP shows that the CD Coastal Shoreiine Devejopment Overlay Zone

is Appeandix B of the Local Coastal Program (See Appeal Addendum, Anmachmen: 1, p. 1)

The OBPP (p. 181, OBPP: Sees Appeal Addendum, Atiachment 1, p. 2) coniains the 0rst
pags of the LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM/CD COASTAL SHORELINZ

e e pas o Pt Pty 1§ <F - » L _
DEVZELOPNENT OVERLAY ZONE, Tris Overiav Zone 15

“intended to provide land use regulations along the coastline arez inzlnding the beaches,
pluffs, and ths land immediately landward thersof.  Such regulations ars intended 10 b2 in
zddinion and supplemental 10 The regulations of ihe undsriving zone of zonas, and whare
the reguiations of the CD Zone and the underiving zone are wconsisteant, THE
REGULATIONS OF THE CD ZONz SHALL APPLY™ {caps addad}. This language
procesds Secuon 2, ._A_"\'D USES:

“In 2 CD Zone the following uses are permittad: 1. Any use perminted in the underiving
zone subjsct to the same conditions and restrictions appiicable in such underiving zons
AND TO ALL REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATIONS Or THIS ARTICLE.”. (Caps
aaded) (P. 181, OBPP)

. “All requiremsnts angd reguiations of this Article” incluge:

ection 3. LIMITATIONS OR PERMITED USES (P. 185, OBPP: S ¢ Appeal
Addendum, Amachment 1, p. 4). staies:

“Uses permitted in the CD Zone shall be subject 1o the following development criteria:

1. Development Criteria - Beach., For the purposss of this Article, beach shall be
considered as that area lyving seaward of the first contour line defining an 2levation 13
feet above mean sez [evel (North American datum, 1829). No structures of any rype
shall be erscred or placed on the beach except: : ‘
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& \)Structurss pursuani to a permitted use zs specified in Section 2, subseciions 2 and 3 of
this Articie” (P 183, OBPB: See: Appsal Addendum Artachment 1, p. 4)
“Subsections 2 and 3 of this Articie” are Tound on pagel§3 of the OBPE:

“(2) Permansnt o temporary beach shelrers provided that such shelters shall be at least

50 parcent open on the seaward side and that permanent shelters are so placed and
constructed that the floor thereof is at an elevation no lower than 135 feet above mean sea
lavnl(No'm American Datum, 1929}

(3) Sea walls or other structural devices where necessary 1o prevernt erasion of the base of

the biuff as the result of wave action provided that such sea wall or other sm.lcmra]

gevice:

(i) shall be comstructed essentially parallel to the bese of the biuff; (if) shall not obstruct or
imerfere with the passage of people along the beach at any time (iii) is necessary o
protect coastal-dependent uses of to protect existing principal strucmires of public
beaches in danger from erpsion....” (Appea.l Addendum Attachment 1, P.3)

Notice that the abovn rmuianons ao no* ‘mention “sand” to definz the boaw_ put rather
define the “beach”™ as “that area lving seaward of the 1irst contour line defining an
elevation 15 feer above mean sez level,” Page 2 of the MIND startes that the Stebbins' lot
is at & fect above mean sea leval—* bba h* accordmo to the Coastal Development Zone.

I AL D ISl LU Y e dds
~1s ._.4—" -

Since the applicant is not proposing a “beach shsitelr” or sz
on]3 2 p“rmrt d uses in the “beach” (arez 135 fest above sea level or lower), but rathar a

permanent residence-- it is not allowed by this Overlay Zone——which takes precedence
over the underiving residential zone as staied on page 181 of the OBPP/Local Coastal
Program/CD Coastal Development Overlay Zone. {Appeal Addendum, Awachment 1, p.
2} Iris understood that the Ciry Code dehnes “coastal beach”™ 25 “the land berwesn the
ge of the sez and the first line of terrestrial vegetation or development or the toe of an
adjacent sensitive coastal biuff or sea wall, whichever is most seaward.” Howsver, that
definition does not apply 1o the Lozal Coastal Program. : :

wall ag definad above (the

San Die; g0 Municipal Cod: states: “Any coastal development reguiring a Coastal
Development Permit [as does Stebbins’ residence] must conform 1o the reguletions in the
certified Local Coastal Program.” [such as guoted above] (Ch. 14, Art. 3, Div. 1, page 9,
(8)).

Relarzd to the severe development restriclions On such Jow lying, ocean adjacent land, 2
City document shows that the value of the Stebbins’ land--with imnprovements, is less than
$100,000f (Se2 Afzachment €, p. 3)

APPEATL ADDENDUM ATTACHMENTS

1, PP 130 (ArachP.1), 181 (Attach. P.2), 183 (Attach P.3), 185 (Amach P. 4) Ocean

Beach Precise Plan/Local Coastal Program Addendum
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TECHNICAL BULLETIN@%-_QS
Below-Grade Parking Requirements
for Buildings Located In Special Flood Hazard Areas
in accordance with the
National Flood Insurance Program

Intreduction

The purpose of this bulietin is 1o provide techmcal guidance on the I\atlonal Flood Insurance

Program (NFIP) fioodplain managsment requirements for below-grads parking garages for non-
esidential buildings in Sp-mal Flood Hazard Arezas (SFHAS) shown on Flood Insurance Rate

Maps (FIRMs).

Below-grade parking garages are commonly found in largs enginsersd commercial buildings and
are used for parking and access to the above-grade floors of the building. Fiooding of these
enciosed areas mey result in significant damage to the building and any mechanical, elecirical, or
other utility equipment located there, such 23 ventilation equipmens, lighting, elevator equip-
ment, and drainage pumps. The garage walis, whiich often are major structural components of
the building’s foundation, are aiso suscepribie 1o fiood damags. The potenual Tor injury 10
anvone in the garage, the potential for damage to parked cars, and the safety issue of removing
parksd cars when flooding threatens are imporiant design considerations.

Note: Users of this bulletin are advised that it provides guidance that must bs used In
conjunction with Technijcal Bulletin 3, *Non-Residensial Floodproofing — Requirements
ang Certification.” The conditions and reguirements set forth in both bulistins must be met
for any below-grade parking garage to be in compliance with the minimum requirements of
the NFIP regulations. A Floodproofing Certificate for Nop-Residential Structures must be

completed for any building in an SFHA with below-grade parking.

NF1P Regulations -

The NFIP “°9u1at10n5 provide direction conzeming whether or not below- -grade p parking is
ps“rmtted in SFHAS; both coastal and riverine. For the purpeses of the NFIP, b,low-grade
parking is considersd e bassment. A basement i§ defined as any arez of 2 building having its
fioor subgrade (pelow ground level) on ali sides. The following subsections provide applicable
zxzerpis from the NFIP reguiations

Below-(rade Parking Garages in Residential Buildings in 4 Zonzs
ection 60.3(¢)(2) of the NFIP regulztions states that a community shail;

“Require that all new construction and substantial improvements of residential structures
within Zones 41-430, AE and AH on the community’s FIRM have the lowest floor (in-
cluding basement) elevated 1o or above the base flood level... ™

13
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Under thz 1ITIF, & below grade parking garage 15 conaldersd a basemeni iT it is below grade on
«il sides. Therefors, the consiruction of belaw- orade parking varacec iz prohibited bharzaih

residential buildings in Zone= Al-£30 &F 2nd AH,

cticn 650. J(C}(/) of the NFIP regulasions deals with residential puildings in Zone AO (shest
flow with depths of l 10 3 feet) requirements, Secuion 60.3(c)(7} states that a community shall:

“Regquire within any AO zone on the communiny’s FIRM that all new construction and
substaniial improvements of residential strucrures have the lowest floor (i inciuding base-
ment) elevaied above the highest adjacent grade at least as high as the depth number
specified in feet on the community’s FIRM (at least two feer if no depth number is speci-

fied).”

Thersfors, below-grade parking garages beneath residsntial buildings in Zone AQ are prohibited.
Below-Grade Parking Garagss in Non-Residential Buildings in A Zonas
Section 60.3(c)(3) of the NFIP regulations stares that a community shall:

“Require thar all new construction and substantial improvements of non-residential struc-
tures within Zones AI-430, AE and AH on the community's FIRM (i) have the lowest
flogr (including basement) elevated 1o or ghove the base flood level, or (i) 1ogether with

floo
atiendant wtility and sanitary facilities, be destgned so that beiow the base flood level the
Structure is waterlight with walls substaniially impermeable 10 the passage of water and
with structural components having the capability of resisiing hydrostatic and hydrody-

namic loads and zffects of buoyancy. ”

Below-grade parking garages ars permitied beneath non-residential buildings in Zones A1-A30,
AE, and AH providad the building (including the parking garage) is floodproofed 1o the base
fiopd level in accordance with the design performance sitandards provided above in Seciion
60.3(c) (3)(ii). QOniv below-grade parking garages {ip pon-residepvial buiidings) that are drv
floodmocfed are permitted under the NFIP. Guidance on floodproofing is provided in the

FEMA manual “Fioodproofing Non-Residential Structures™ and in Technical Bulletin 3 3, "Norm-
Pesidential Fioodproofing — Reguiremenis and Certification.”

sction 60.3(c)(8) of the NFIP regulations dzals with non-residential buildings in Zone AO (shee:
flow with depths of | 10 3 feet) requirements. Section 60.3(c)(8) siares that 2 community shall:

“Require within any AO zone on the conununity’s FIRM that all new construction and
substantial improvements of nonresidential structures (i} have the lowest floor (including
basement) elevaled above the highest adjacenr grade at least as high as the depth number
specified in feet on the community’s FIRM (at least vwo feet if no depth number is speci-
Jied), or (ii) together with attendant utility and saniiary facilifies be complerely
floodproofed to that (base flood) level 1o meer the floodproofing standard specified in
Section 60.3(c)(3) (ii).”
Therefors, below-grads parking garages are permitted bensath non-residentiz! buildings in Zons
AQ provided the building (including the parking garage) is floodproofed to the base flood lzvel in
accordance with the design performance siandards of Section 60.3 (¢)(3 )(il). Because of the

1~
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Dear Mr. Blackburn: Iappreciate your straightiorward reply., What
consaguancas could there by to an NFIP community. which knowingly
approvad parking under rasidnaca in a floodplain--despite baing presanted
with tha clear language of FEMA Technical Bulistin 6-237 Thank you, RB

——— e R o e A e i o et e O o e L o o e e e b B B e o

Subjact: RE: parking under rm=|danc==s in FEMA A zon=/100 yzar floodplain
Dats: rri, 2 Mar 2007 09:05:13 -0700

From: gregor.blackoum@dns.gov

To: jrbZ2Z3@hotmail.com

CC: raymond.lenaburg@dhs.gov

Dzar Mr. Barkman:
| Mr. Ray Lenaburg forwarded your e-mail to me for a raply.

T'ne provisions of Technical Bullstin 6-83 ars expiicit. Ths National Fiood
nce Program regulations sirictly prohibit the placameant of balow-
rade parking carages undsr rasidential structures. If | can bz of further
sistance or if you have more guestions you may contact ms by phons or
-mail. :

":T

m w
w

egor P. 3lackburn, CFM

=nior Natural Bzzards Program Specialist
National Fiood Insuranca Program
DHS-FEMA, Ragion IX

1111 Broadway Strest, Suits 1200
Cakland, CA 94607

(510) 627-7188 voice

(N
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©:10 AM 3/02/07
Blackburn, Gregor (gragor. blackburn@dhs.gov)

To: Randy Barkman (Jrb223@hotmail.com)

Subiact: RE: parking undar rasidances in FEMA A zon2/100 yzar floodpiain

A community which has permitied construction in violation of thair incal
flood damage prevention ordinance (which must meet tha requirements of
Vol. 44 of the Cods of Federal Regulations) and having been found in
violation of the NFIP would bz reguired ic remediate the violation to tha
maximum extant possibla. If the community doss not work 1o remeadiate
the violation they could be put on probation or suspandad from the
program. If the community is in the Community Rating System--whers

B R g

discounts are given on fiood insurancs premiums--thcss discounis couid

ba rescindad. '

| can only assume that these inquires border-on leaving the hypothstical.
Know you of such a structure? ,

- M i 7 o o o o o o o A T o P i e e e B0 B o . o o . e L - o o o B B e e e

From: Randy Berkman [mailto:jrb223@hotmail.com]

“Sent: Fricay, March 02, 2007 8:48 AM

To: Biackburn, Gragor

Subjact: RZ: parking under rasidencas in FEMA A zone/100 yaar

floodpiain

ol
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TO: Lails Iskandar - ’# zé/ﬂ{"‘/’f:”“f 56
FROM: David Stebbins ‘ -1 £ /

REZ: St,,boms Residenca, 3166 W, Pt. Loma
10/26/03
Deaar Ms, Iskanadar,

Here is the document we discussed. As you cen see, Fema clear)y provides for discreion on the
communizy's part in granting an exception 1o an underground “bassment” in & flood zone, The
artached reguiation bes specific direction on what is required. Pleese note the following factors

whizh mitigate in roy favor;

1. T am not propesing 2 “basement” in the commonly used sense. The area will be used only for

parking and for storage: Fema distinguishes this uss {n their other reguiations when it comes to
flood prooiing. ‘ T
- 2. If my property Was 2 COTImeT c1al property with 1dunuual chara..tc—ls‘ngs Twomd cl ariy be ahle

-~ ~
3o .—-.,Hw, r‘ﬁ THS Thr Tiowns Srnm oy —-\,---_.= e b ¢
LANCLN A u-‘nugg\.uu.by.u S e

SO anmuiren RlRE AU L0 PR AR LA
=

3. Tbe flood zone T'am in 'was.created, [ be z=-ve prior to the levee; this levee now protects my
property Jom fioods which, ] i you Jook at the map, coms not from the oesen, but £ from the river.
rlooamff if apy would bs low velosity and shailow due to the protection of the Levee,

4. Each year the city comtinues to build 2 berm on the beach during the winter months, Dunm the
last horrific winter, the padcing lot in ‘i:xa.h of my property staved as dry asa bone. - -

If vou will review the-attached document, you will see that my -propsm woula obviously mes
all of the other Fema criterion for 2 variance quite. T am willing to spend the monsy 10 flood
proof the bassment according to vour/ap enginesr’s nswuctons.

SCALE

As we discussed, ] am only building 2 1750 sq. foot bouse. I ] must park above ground, this
would reduce an already modest house (by anyons's standards) 1o a tiny house. Tais tvpe of
house would almost certainly be esthetically limitad es it would not make sense 10 spsnd 25 much
monzy on such 2 project. The result wonld be just another boxy, drab house.

With 2]l dne respect. soomer or laer the Ciiy must realize that this valuable land cannot be
zllowed 10 remain 2 sort of Beach Ghstto. The parking is currantly all done in the setbacks. Half
'the tenants have constructad ilisgal ocesn visw decks. Al of the proparties on my block are
cyesorss; just paiating them would mekes them “stick out”, '


http://cleariy.be

~ A
002579 . e 13

s hexe @rs several large mult-story provémss within one block of me. [ have spokén o atdeast cwmH la ¥
six.of the-other OWRERS O my s block: Theyiiave all:been supponive Of Iy Plans, TThey heve | s
all expressed doing the same thing if ] can prove itis doaol’* Jhey have all offered 1o s.,:nd st
emeTs i it woumld help. Conseguently, once bal] is roumt Lh&rw “Enould Bs an incremenial M
change in the block. Just becanse I am the 4rst apd will “stick out” doss not mean that ] de not Yo F1I

con.ro'm fo the specific piaw. It just means I am the first!

I would like vou to note thai there is ons owner who suceesstully completed & two unit condo

project on Brighton with underground parking last vear, He is approx 20 feet out side the fiood

zone. ] would be.surprised if the fiood map is fruly accurste 1o within 20 fest. Aztually, be is only
-about 30 f2at Trom the sand. As we discussed, Quigs is & commercial project that was built with

underground par}:ing using fiood prooﬁng.

e

So, there are 'someTIFEE precedants Form 2 practcal standpoint For swhat T-propose. 1 arm asking
for a fittis flexibility on the part of vou and your staff. I live and work in Ocean Beach, t would

be e greet hardship for me to bave to movs somewhere ¢ise in order te live in a bigger house.

Dt Vg ST, PSS ET———

If,f,;_zasrew =0y Tibred iprﬂm £CL SIODDErsE: a:rtncr than e 2bove: plvas S*bring fasm 10 Ty afténtion.,

"\

If vou have agy other {deas pisese fes ¢ to bring tham fo my attention as well; [ am flexibie.
It is my hope that my homes will -be thb start of a very exciting and pleesing revitalization of the

I appreciate your kind airsntion and helip.
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From: Laile Iskandar e FETAGHNVENT
gzée fl"a,\:gsr bmfﬂsut'g)-f;og[a..g - 07 HhR Y PK 10z

Subjant: Fe: Undergrou ,. nd sarking / PT5% 5*0755!%_13'_)1:55215@;5

Hi David,

of vour ietter, | brought this projact forwarg 1o Management

C i

ine projact and supports the swaf s initial dstermination that City sial :anno sUpDoF 1

undarground sarking for the projecs sitis, Ag the . is wgking placs within the
Floodolain zone, carain sizndardsireguistion dasign must be 2ppiied, and ihe projesi as nresanis
inzluding the reguest for Variance or deviation is not in compiiancs with City Ordinance whish &o not aliow
for construction below grade in thase circumstances. As noted praviously in our sarly gssassrment renons
that in order for siafi 1o support the projest, apoiicant shall damanstraies conformance with the SDMC
- saction §142.01468(c)(8) requirement in regard 1o davelopmant within 2 Special Flood Hazard Arsz and
Raving tn-= lowsst fioor, inciuding basement, slevated atisas! 2 feat abov, the bzse fiood elavation,

City stafi recommand's the foliowing:

1) Redesign the project to reet the above requirements - Long Range Piannmg staff will comsider
supporting the project as long 23 the propesad structure utilizes fenestration, balconies, vertical and
norizonial offsats, architestural detailing and arliculation o break up t'ne building facades and minimize
bulk and scale. '

"2) Applicant may coniact Fema o7 z letiar of Map Amendmeant or Map Revisior. .For additional
information, please comact Clty slaﬁ son "Ghr'sty Villa" at 816-233-3425
3) Applicani may considsr conscfidating iois 1 sccommadats his neade,
Should vou choose 1o continug prossssing, this application F°GUI 25 & Process 2 d *'ss'ior. b\i 2 Hearing
Offtcar, Undar the present circumsiansss, sigf woulg recomme d denial of vour reguest howaver; the
Hearing Offtzer who will condust the futurs hearing on this matier may ap .ove, cowomo.ui Iy &bprove or
deny the appiication ai & noticad pubiic nsaring. The dacision o tne Asaring Officer may bs appsalsdio -

iha Diammc_f‘omm.;sxoﬁ A decision by the Planning Commission is ths n;.ai decigion by the Chv. Sincs
tha projact iies within'the Coasiat Commission appeaiable arse, ihe projaci may be zppealed 10 the

=t

Californiz Coasial Commission.

Plezse don't hasiaie {0 call me i vou have any guastions.

Thanks-

Lailz iskangar

Developmeni ~rojsct Manaoer

Davzlopment Services

1222 First Ave,, 5th Floor, M3 50

San Diego, CA 821014508

Phone: 619 448-3287; Fax 619 £38-548¢ X
Emaill; liskandar@sandiegc.gov

Wabsite: www,sandieos.oov

Pleess nois the roliowm, informstion in response 1o vour lefier daled O:toba&s, 2003, ATier recsipt .
:t : K a . -

-—i

3
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DAFER - 12-22-04 S
COMMUNITY PLAN: Ocean Beach 07 HAR 1L PE |10z

SANDIEGO, CALJE.
PLANNER: . Kempton JiL

. By
PROJECT NAME.: Stebbins residence h

PTS/PROJECT NO.: 51076

PROJECT TYPE:

[ | CPA INITIATION °
[ | DEVELOPMENT PROJECT WITH CPA’ (initiation date )
> DEVELOPMENT PROJECT WITHOUT CPA

[X] POLICY ISSUE

" ASSOCIATED DISCRETIONARY PERMITS:CDP

D-PT\’I: ‘L. Iskandar

—

ez

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: CDP to demolish an existing ope-story duplex and constructa -
- -pew 2,211 sq.ft. three-story single dwelling unit on a 2,500.sg, ft. lot Jocated at 3166 W, Point
Lomaz Bivd., designated for medium densiry residential (25 du/ac) in the RM-2-4. zone.

Coastal Zone appealable, Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone, Airport Envirens Overlay
Zone, Airport Approach Overlay Zone. i

/f-\]o /)L{//’}(/.,C. Vz(,&ﬁ_/

ISSUES:Bulk & scale with neighboring development plus views, light & air. The northern
.section of W. Point Loma has been largely redeveloped with predominately three-siory
structurss but this section of W. Point Loma, south of Voltaire, is an enclave of sixteen onpe-
| story structures that is tvpical of the "small scale/historic cotrages" identified in the OB
Precise Plan. Scraping one of these duplexes and building a three-story residence would
adversely affect the above policies, as described bejow.

PRCiomm je2/04



POLICY KEVIEW CUNIVILL L

062582 ' SITACHMENT 1 7
Th%})}rop'osal would adversely affect the foliowing policies in the Ocean Beach Precise Plan: i
"That views available from elevated areas and those adjacent to the beaches and ocean be
preserved and enhanced wherever possible.” Proposal would block views from elevated
areas as well as those adjacent to the beaches as proposal is on the first public ROW from the
ocean. Proposal would alse adversely affect the following policy: "That vards and coverage
be adequate to insure provision of light and air to surrounding properties, and that those i
requirements be more stringent where necessary for buildings over two stories in height and
for iots greater than 40' ip width. " Proposal would cast shadows over neighboring
buildings/residences and impact air circulation. Because there can be no habitable space on
the first floor in the fiood plain the applicant is faced with building a mmuck largsr structure
than the original or not receiving much benefit, in terms of FAR (from origiral) by building
up only two stories, considering the 25% parking reguirement in the RM-2-4 zone.

s %

PRCiorm j¢/2/0¢
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RESPONSE TO
GEQTECHNICAL REVIEW OF DOCUMENTS

PROPOSED SINGLE--F.A_MILY RESIDENCE
3166 WEST POINT LOMA BOULEVARD
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

SUBMITTED TO:

-DAVID STEBBINS
4948 VOLT.{IRE'STREE_T, SUITE 1A
SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92107

SUBMITTED BY:
CHRISTIAN WHEELER ENGINEERING

4925 MERCURY STREET
SaN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92111

Mercury Street ¢ Szp Diego, CA 92111 « B58.496-9760 + FAX §56-456
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5, 2003

CW= 2040314 2 _ August

Iris nur opinton that constucuon
resuli in s=tdement of the neighbonng structures. No mivgzion measurss are necessery

sIruCuon Gewalezing mey result in sertiement of adjacen:

=5, Incicate if adverss effests are vnzvoigdzbie,

=¥ T

As indicated in the geotechnical report, it is our opinicn that the Sewatering operztion might cauge some
minor serdement of improvemenss on‘zdjacent propery. We are not indiczring that the dewarering

opezation.wilf cavse serdement but zather that it 7jeh/ cause s_e_td:men_t_ on adjacent properues. Ifit does
otouz, we expect it will result in only minor cos:’n:r:z: ;.st:nas thzi can be zsiiy reprarec. In 26dinon to

monitosing of improvements on adjacent proparty b o before and after the dewzrsring operaton, we

-

commended that the dewatesing Operauon be pﬁ—m-..u 0 2 loczlized basis (zs pracucal) in order ra

Spec:fic recommendadons for both monitoring and dewatening operatens

should bz provided by the appropriate copwation

Citv Commensn

. C¥WE Resnonce

Based on the condigons at the site (relagvely level temrmin and Bay
Jess than 15 f==t below ezgzsning graces), 1t 1s our opimon that the potental for iateral spread 2nd & fow slide
is very low, even though thers is 2 finize (yer undetermuned) probability of such an event ocouzring.

Ciry Commenn

) Zxplain the signim-:an:e of the site lozauon for contributing to the low zisk potental from sunamis

s regerding tsusame hazard
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nroduced by & submarine carchouake or voleanic eruption, ! Historically, the

sami-related hazards and tsunamis reazhing San Disgo have gensnally

=
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:.J
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rego area has been iree o
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Laita Iskandar (Liskandar@sandizgo.gov) 07 BOR 1L PR Q2

To: irb2Z3@hotmail.com

e Sav=w=t}ana;@r‘o>' W-L, jimbzliob@hotmail com; Mike Westlaks
(MWestiake@sandiego.gov); Sabrina Curtin (SCurtin@sandiego.gov); Stephan Lindsay

(SLindsay@sandi2oo.gov)

Subjsct: Rs: St2bbins rasidence guastions after rzading the MND

Mr. Barkman,
Pizass s22 my rasponsas bealow with regarc to vour inguiry.

Q. What is the purpe the & £ high rataining walls proposad on both sides of the

sz of
undararound garage/basement?

A. The retaining wall are on both sides of the drivaway to ratain the soll and support the

structurs,
Q. Would the base of thase walls be at currently existing grade or at the excavatad for
parking lot grada

(n

L. The basz of the walls will b2 at the sams leval as the baseament grads.
Q. Wouid these walis be north, south, zast, or west of proposad underground parking?
A. The proposad retaining walls will be on the east and west side of the driveway,

Q. The MND mantions foundation praparation for liguefaction mitigation. What axactly is
proposad to mitigate liguafaction (sinking columns to
badrock, densification of undariying soil)? I don't sez how & maraly 6 {1, =xcavation for
parking could mitigate liguefaction uniass columns were sunk to bedrock). Is & 6 .
excavation anouagh for undesrground parking?

A. The project's gaotachnical consultant, has addressad the liguaiaction potential of tha
site. They indicate that & surficial laysr of bzach daposits 11 to about 16-fe2t desp
ungeriie the sitz. Bzlow groundwater, these deposits ars considerad susceptible to
sarthquake induced liguefaction. Excavation for the proposad struciure iz axpaciad io
remove the upper S-rzet of these d2posits. The consultant recommeands that the
proposad residence is foundad on a rigid concrate mat foundation. In addition, the
consultani recommsands removing and compacting 3oil to 2 dapth of 1 foot below tha
nropesad mat foundation. Tha consultant indicatas that the aniicipaizd liguatadiion

—_:—.—:—..

_inducad sstilement will bz about 2.9 and 1.5-inchas, total and differantial, respactively,


http://jrb223i3hotmalI.com
mailto:53vewet1and5@cox.net
mailto:jimbellob@hotm3tl.com
mailto:in@sandiego.gov
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wetails of the design will be reviawad st tha building parmit phase o ft“1~ D;ODO:DH

T TUORMWESNT

davaiopmeant,

“Q. Has staif considered any alternatives o the propoesad oian 7 If not, why not?

A. No. Siaff onty raviews and comméants on projacts proposad,

Q. What is the documant which states that the source of 100 vear fiood wouid be storm
drain ovarflow? Is that documant available onling?

A. This informatin is basad on the mastar drainage pian for Oczan Sz2ach, prapared in
1998, during 3 100-y=ar evant, the pzak discharas is higher than ths capacity of tha

. storm drain systam, which would rasuit in ponding within this fow-lving arsa. T don't
baliave this information is on linz.

-

Q. Has the sité bazan assessad for ocsan flooding? At the hzaring, & naighboring rasident
testifieg thc' in '82-83, his rasidence had 2-3 ft. of water which causad substantial
proparty loss. It is difficult to believe that was from only urban ﬂooamg with no oczan

water contribution.

Q. Woulg ths city be responsible for relocation axpansas of any renter of the duplax
andjor i nzarby duplexas if they redavelop?

A No, bacauss this area does not maat the Coastal Overiay Zone Affordable Housing
2eplacament Raguiations reguiramant, as tha damoiition involves less than thres units
within onz structurs,

Q. The ravisad MND states: "With ragards to the dewatering pian, it is not enforcad
through the discretionary procass, however, compiiance with the procadures for
dawataring 2= outlinad abovs would praclude potantial impacts resulting from ground
failure." What is tha source of this statament? Couldn't dawatering this site craatz 3
subsurtace watar fiow and rise to other nsarby rasidences and undarmine their

_IOUHG:ILIOF!:.

{a.-Construction of the subtarransan portions of the szruc*ua 2 will raguirs dewatering.

Tha geotechinical consuttant indicatad that the dewatering miaght cause minor sattlement
of adiacant proparties rasulting in minor cosmatic distress that can be easily repaired.
They recommeanded that the condition of struciures and improvemsznis agjacent o the

‘subject property be documentad bafore the dewatering operations begin and bs
monitored during the dewataring oparation. In addition, the consuliant racommeands

g
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wat the dewataring program be performad on a localized basis (as practical) in ordar to
minimize pessible impacts.

Thanks, Lails

: >>> "Randy Berkman" <jrb222@notmail.corm> 2/6/2007 1015 AM >>>

g, Iskandar:

fter more raview of th=' MND, I have the following questiors. If you wish, for your
convenience, 1 could email directly to the projact analyst/MND author--if vou provide me

nis/har amail,

1. WhaL is th= purpose o

of the 6 L. high rataining walls proposad on both sides of the
undarground garags/baseme

ni?

2, Would tha base of thase walls be at currantly existing grads or at the excavated for
parkmg lot gra e? :

3. Would these wails b= nor“h south, east, or wast of proposed undesrground parking?

4, The MND mantions foungation preparation for Ilou—“fa\.uon mitigation. What exactly is
Droposad to mmaat= liguefaction (sinking columns to

T -

r
________ _ -
_.:‘_.:vx'_nv -__.:J SIiTiCATIon Ov luuy—.}};nug "-uulj:: 10N ZEE NOw a4 Ere

parking couid mitigate liguataction unlass columns were sunk to Deorock). Isa -6 r“t.

excavation ancugh for undergreund parking?

X ‘5|

5. Has staff considered any alternatives o the proposad pian ? If not, why not?

&. What is the documant which statas that th= source of 100 vear flood would bz storm
drain overfliow? Is that documant avai}abie onling?

7. Has the site baen assassad for oczan fiooding? At tha hearing, & neighboring residant
testifiad that in '82-83, his residance had 2-3 L. of water which causad substantial

1aL
proparty loss, It is difficult to belisve that was from only urban flooding with no ocean
water contribution.

8. Is th= ownar aware of the NFIP HIGH insurance rate issuss [ have documantad due
to the propossd sub-suriace parking/basement?

. Would the city be rasponsible for relocation expanses of any ranter of the dupizax

and/or nzarby duplex s ift thay radevalop?

10. Tha revisad MND states: "With recards to the dewatering plan, i is not enforcad
through the discretionary process; howsver, compliance with the procaduras for
dewstaring as outlinad abovea would praclude potential impacts resulting from ground
failure.” Whiat is the sourcz of this statement? Couldn't dewatering this site create 2
subsurface watar flow and riss to other nsarby residencas and undarming thair
foundations? '


mailto:jrb223@hotmail.com

et

= -ﬂl| ¥
.- even though this surface would Ba DEiaw the .
- 2t existing grade z3 iong as the remaining lrvmc arzz is above the fiood line lenval,
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STUNIBROOK STUDRID, INC ARCHITICTURE ANG.PLANDING Nz
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lanuary 15,2008 , N
Mr. Stephen Lindsay e ﬂ/ﬁ
Developman: Services

Cizy of San Dieego
'7'7 Firsz Avanue_ San Dlr—o_. CA F21D!

P\e.. Stebbins Residencze (FTSH#51076)

Dszar Steva:

Per our phone conversation last week It is my undersmnding that we will rot be held w the m.»a(;,) foor maximurn depth /i /H

telow fiood line level ior the fioor of the garnge 2c indizazed in the FEMA rnatertal | sent to you . This reguiremen: _\5,/ !
zpp=ars no: o be ap:iraaln o our single Dro;e:: reguest for the basemen: aliowanze in the ficodpiain. Our Ca.-age ficor 4
will be approx £ .5 feer beiow ths ﬂoo—d ieve! of 2.&. | would like o recrua;: a guick response aknowledging ohis J
infarmation so that we can revise our plans aczordingly for resubmicml

| aiso unders@and that fweddecidsss .oejf"""“
wowd be an ac..ea:::x:nh alterrauvn_ a5 the sarkmc su-%:e is ahownd

| look forward te your reponse.

R ~ e "
Scom Flemid
Proi ::lz"'-\rd11-:s::‘

l

cz: Davxd\iffg'.:u/n}/

! ajlz {skandar

LTER ISLAaND DRIVE, SUITEZ 2028 SAanN DiscD. CALIFORNIA 321086
18)523-0882 : ($§19)224-82380
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have de=monstrared their concern 0T 4o2S8Tal conssrvation by passing
. Proposition 20, the Coestel Zons Conservation Act, in 1872, Tne Czlifornia
no I3z “the entire

T mEEER : : :
“CozsTEl Zone Conézivecion Commission has Set £s policy tha: th

California coastel area should be recognized as a prime regional, state,
and metional resource, V‘*“ua11} gll of the Ocean Beach Precise Flan
area £2118 within tne‘_,ODD‘ boundary. of .the coastal permi: zome. The
guidelines established by =he Ccasczl Commission ané the eventual plan,
now bzing prepared, do and will contain Importanmt policies that should

ba consicdered in any future planning or development in Ocean Beaczh.

The visws zvzilable Irom & ted arazs and those adjasent to the bzachses
<znd ocean should be preserved and enhanced wherever possible. The City
15 preésently drazfring scenic hillside protection regulztions that are
SDEC:IlC;ll} intended ro 2id in view presarvation. The Comprehensive

lenning Organizztion has & Coas:t éiﬂggs as_ﬁab‘thg; defines Suech views.

DeanopmenL incentives shoulé be considered :o;encp;raga_-emoval_pf

relement is

CDDC:LDU

(=
and compatible w

,lzzgg_u:iEEJ EDSEﬂ-wfrOm excessive it
the ova“all cter Of It is also important
serve ti the charm of the ar=a. ;
all

ACoasLal Commﬂ551on

;_he

The wmajor gozl of the Commercizl Ilsment 1s to maintzin the distinct and
compact neture of existing commarciazl centers. Newport Canter should
ne culc 5! of the c d orie
2 n g g
a
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tédivion
o eahance
ewp

s, materia_s, -,ALuLes,
f premise advertising signs

& been undergrounded in Ocean Bez
--f Ja]

uWClﬁg DrogTax:,

ommunity would Dene:iL
iy traverse g sty , nowsver,

] look of

or the liges ha - ! ; In thess

i igher prioricy.

landscaping recommendztions exist within the individual elements
s plan. More specifiic criteriz should be developed, including a
of vegetation tvPes Des suited to the beach comrunicy. Such
hrough 0C°an B°acn These criteria
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bikewzys, benches, signs, street
inking fountzins, mz2il boxes,
lks, planter bpox

v
T wm

fire hydrants, and paving mete
“wisuel guelity of:
they add visuszl ¢
ghovld exist in 2 ¢
[a}

uture plapning and development preserve the integrity of the
2 length of Qcezn EBeach.

gE e - . - - . .
s That views available Irom elevated areas and thosz adjacent to the )
bzaches &nd ocezn be pressrved and enhanced Wherever oossipie.
B o
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£D COASTAL SHORELINE IEVELOPMENT OVERLAY ZONS 7 :

G(G2594 | SATAURNVENT ) 3

-Basticn 1, PJRPOSS ANV n""E‘N‘ The CB Couul Shareline Development

Overley 2Zane is irtended ta mrovide land tre resulaticns aleng tha corE*sline

area including the beaches, bl.‘.ra, md t.hc ..a.nd erca imoedia -eLv 1mds..1.

..ed 25 be in gddi*im and rupple::en-e.l ta

theresf,  Sush fegulatians ere inten
— . -
the regx.l;tions c.r the ::.nde-_nng cone or sonee, and hﬁa:‘t the mgu.l& Tions of :

ﬁn CD Zons md the t.mder"ri. zcne are ipszneigtent, the reg_lz _icns of the CD .

Zang ghell :.ppl:. The purpose of the D Coastal Sharecline Denlo;:re‘.t Zens ia

———— ———

-] p"cv*de for control over develoment :.nd ll.nd use along the corsiline SO'_‘tb.a.t

a—

the pt_b_ic'l m,e-gs.. in m_r.;_.ni.n.; the_shcreline as & u.zique Tecresstionel

and aner_c Tesource, promoting p..zblic safety, &nd in avciding the advarse
' Te—

z blurr erosion, is adequately p-o*e~*-..... Hew

e ——

geologfs end ezonomie c"fe:‘

‘—*_n t.ba *"D CG:.s‘:a_l Sho-e line D—vcla;mcn. Zcrnc :h.&ll be -*ezig-n d amd

.-Life md oooperty md t«o asguse st.a. 1:‘:;:

ptrusturel integrity ars d nei ther er-eats o sontribuete timificg__:tly
on, geologice i::':.a‘:il“i_‘._f;, ef destruction cf <he ii»e ar susToar -."_::x; ares-ov’

-5 :...y way -ﬂq.::.. the c:ar:"s‘.'.:* ic'\ uf p*s..e":ivc d.-v'i es ...‘m‘: -w:n.xld_:su"..-s‘.a.ntially ]

alter raturel landforms in na.i“' Z.:rna. R S
Seetion 2.' LM’D’_LEE. In a D Zane the rc"lor‘_ng uses are perxitted:

1. & use p:....;*ted {n the inder lying rone rudject to the seme esonditicns
N et et P T T —— e . e e e ——— = . -

and -es.....cticn.s appliczeble in such underlying zone ar

eents :.nd reg..zln tions of *..hiai Jreisle,
2. EBeazh fu-“i'.‘.ies eonstsueted, owned £nd mzintained by the S5tete of

-

Califormie, -Coumnty of * o= such other publis ageney or

gieirict ap may be zuthorized o com—*u. ty Own erd mointein suzh
facilities for the use of the gensmal publie; insiuding bt ot

nece:.u-. ~ily limd .ed o

# City of Sen Diego

= ot eI ey—

PR T Ty 2




ettt SRR A

(02593 - | e

(2)

(3)

- permanent. oT temporelY bea.h lhnlteri p'm\'id-:d t.‘u* such

Tk ENT
gheltelt shall bc f 3 lu:. > 2] perun. ppen on the aun—-d gide

gnd that perzanent gheliers &Te 30 pll.'*ed and copstrected “u"
the ‘fiob- theres! s at an tleﬂ.";iar:a :ovlo\-re:- than 15 Teet
a.bove mean Bed Jevel (Rav*.h A.:-e"icm Pasez, 1529).

Sea \nlli or other r‘“-.zcmrd de'ricu where ne*eur.::r‘ta pre-
nn; Vewaaio-: of the bl.u of ﬂwfrfu the Tesult cr waye

p oy [y

ution p:-c'd.ded enpt Fach sed wall or other n"-.tc‘:;:-a.l device]

e {3) aball be wmtnl"tcd suc.ntit.lly parallel to the vase el

(&)

)

: p-j_ncip.;l a..-uc‘.:.u-eu o 'publié pepches 22 danger rm- ercsion;

_:(iv) 4s desipned &R aliminets te OT

; -_;upply oT "—r..nspc. -

‘int_eg:‘ity for

is p—o.e-‘;; (vi) sbell neither create nov contritate si;n‘.f-”'"

the bluff}y (11) sball no.. obssmuct o in‘u—re“e iieh the piusage
of pecple along «he beach at &Y £ime; (i?..i‘)'—.is necesmRTY O

p-:rbect cosstal - dependent uses oF to protest existing

e i

e

o

f-:.s*ble, ..chvc-sa {moacts O 1ocal ’Scdcﬁés, phoreline sand

(v) ghall asEus e grariliTy and gt—azuTel

the e:on.::::ic 14fe of “the l"...f'-.::‘:.xi.-e"s or-uses it

i.mtly o :msicn or imta.bility of adjezent propeT T and (w'.'ii)

ghell gitigate OT eliminate a.m' plierstion of natus sural tanifcT=s
-cr adverse effects +o the scenié qualities of 4ihe coxst.

upon the ssgusnce of & specitl use per:'_“.t ey use allowed in
the und:rl:"ing zons Y spe-ixl use p-e....“-, prbﬁded tmpt Wne
Boord of Suv—risc—; dlbc-—.:*.nu 4t ru._h use i3 corszistent
with ‘;h_a intent and pupose of the CD Zonz

L record of Susvey pep shall be fil:d with tne giate lands

® City Counecil
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U;m} the Lasurnce of a spec{rl use persit, &xy. use ;:Llwnd in the Lndn:-l;, ne

. 5,
sane by special uss per=ity p*arided that the Board of Supearvisors
detar=ines that puch usa is eon.ail‘:ant with th_l':.ntcnt and purpose of
tn6 D Zone, . | o
.Mﬁon‘2, SPECIAL UST PERMIT RBQSJM }b‘ari“mmd.ing Dy ot.her prm-‘: ::ns

of this ordimancs, mo b..i"d_n,; percit pay be issued or :on.s::'uc..ca smoenced on

vy xdilding or stm::‘.:z;v in "t.ba CDICmstal Devcl:?pment Orverley Zone, except
cne-fa=ily cwellings a.nd utmc"::.:-lea appustenant t.hereto, unlesa & Bpesial wae

Pe,__g shemefore bas first been grented by the Board of &.zpe*'\'is-a"a. .k::rp‘ Scations

for guch specinl use pe*mit««tpp'vvtl ghall be zu ued o the D*"e*;o-, lcf i

gnd ehell be aceozpenied by guch d:.'t.n and information as ~equ1:3d by th...a A:"i lc

for & sitae plan applicaticnm, -

Ssstian LS- 'L-II""I’I..TIOI% O‘-'{F-'R.*’T’I"::) IIS':S‘ ' Uus p-t:-:_f.':::.a-d i.n ':he (wes) che -.mu

“be_gpubject to ths follo&'ing, dcve.lc;:cne_n. c"ita"iu

B ——

—

, 1.7 Deve’c:mer.. C*i—a ig - Ben-h ‘ !"c.. the purposes cf e !:‘...icle, be.ac.h

Ty e e

S ahz.ll be c::uide“ed u ":ha* :.:-u. lring nawz.:d cf ﬂm fi'-s e:m:*‘* ? ...'w ~

e ——

dafining sn sleve<ion 15 fee"‘ a.bc‘vt =een sel. level (}.g ‘1 Ame:iﬂ-m De.

— .
1523). Ho ptructusas of any ¥pe _lh&Ll ba erected op ;:lac-:d-on. ..he_'
- . L ety ,‘ . . ' o
bn...h Ex2epty 4 L e Shimed g S D e L / L S
''''' - l o e T P v Le el D0 '.-—L,_,, o od

2, SBtrustures pursuznt 0 & p-c"'-““-ed use 23 rpc-i..“iod in Sestiosn 2,

rabae**io':.-. 2 end 3 of ""*a .t.."ti*la.

~

2. Develsmvnt Criteria - ‘\_.f.' For the purpcses of inis Jo-tizle, & bluf!

is & scarp or steep rua ot *"o..}:, dec::mpoaed ra..k secimant or a0il -
resulting from ercsion, feulting, foldi_n,g. ar exssvation of the land mess;
The Dluff zay be simple plenar of curved ‘lurrnca of‘it.'m;y be steplike
in .ucticu. Fo}.the purposes of ‘;‘Lis .p‘ticle,_ bluff fs lizited <o thcs.e

. featurss having verticel relief of 'lben feet or core, and whose toe 1s

or mey be subjest %o garine ercosion. “Bluff edge™ is the upper tercination

T TP P
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;lTV of San Di €30
Development Servizes
Division Name

1022 First Ave., M3-302
San Diege, CA 82101

(579) 445-5000

Tur Crrv or Sanw Dikse

LY e 3

—
Ownership Disclosure
Statement

Projeci Tiire

Froject Nc. For Ly Wse Unfy

57075

Address:

S bl 46 V2

Projest

W. PTlimsa

Rl

Ipart’

Feit:by IhdividGalsy’

Additional paoes atiached T Yes

Please list below the ownerfs) and 1enant(s) {if apphuable) of tnc above reigrenced propery.
and addresses of ali persons who have an ineiest in the propeny, recorded or otherwise, and state the type of propery interest
{e.g., tenanis who will bensfii from the parmiz, all individuals who owp the Dropeny) A smnature is reguired of at [2ast one of

the property ownars. Ahach additional ,..acas if needed. Note: The applizant is responsibie for notitving the Dro;ecl Manager of
any changes in ownership during the {ims the goplication is being processed or considered. Changes in ownnrsmp are io be

given to the Project Managsr ai ieast thiny cays prior 1o any public hearing on the subje
and current ownership information coulg result in a gelay in the hearing process.

O No

The list mus: include the names

St propsnty. Failure 10 provide accuraie

MName 01 [halvVIQual (Lype or print):

j/;/’) <7 AR

Name of avIaual {Type or print;:

[ FA D
T T “Tenant/Lessze

QﬁOwner J
H98R s maire A

0 Owner O

Tenant/Lessee

Street Aodress:

Stree. Address: R —
YT o P B S B o H

—-;.-t.—..‘a—':-i-” =’ = = - ;

Citv/SiaieZic, Y - L oo _ Chy/SiaterZip:
f‘ur f»e-f—-_\ CA (9225077
. ) Fax Ng: . P : H
o~ Z y = i__rla

Signatu@Q Datel ‘ Signawre Dals
Name o inQiviaual {typs of Brint .“Narne ol Inavidual (Iype of pnntj:
O Owner 0 Tenantlecsee 2 Owner 1 Tenanilecsse
Sweet AQoress Swreet Address
Ciny/SiaieZip: Chy/SaatelZip:
“hone No; L Fax No: Pnone No: Fax Na:
Signature : Caie: Sighature : Daie:
Name o1 InalvIGual (1yDE Of pPrinij. iName 01 InaIvIQual (Iype of prinig:
3 Dwner 0 TenanVlessee QO Owner 3 Tenant/Lessos
Sirgesi Adoress Strest Address:
Chy/Siate/ip: City/Stare/Zip:
2hone Nc: Fax No: Phong Ne: Fax No
Signaiure Dz Signaiurs Daie

This information i3 available in aliemative formats for parsons with cisabilities.

guest this information in altamative format, call (819) 445-5446 or (800) 725-2928 (TDD) .
£ sure 10 s@e us on the World Wide Web at www.sandiego. gov/developmeni-service

NR.RTR RN
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Mitigated Negative Declaration

D lopriant
ié’é’Esssa

Land Development
Review-Division
(619) 446-5460 Project No. _51076

SURBJECT: Siebbins Residence: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and 2 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT

PERMIT to demolish a single-level 1,250 square-foot residence and consiruct a 1,749 square-
foot, three-level single dwelling unit with 2 Subterranean parking garage on a 2, 500 square-
foot lot. . The proposed project.is located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the Ocean
Beach Community Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealable area), Coastal Height
Limitation Overlay Zone, Airport Environs Overlay Zone (ABOZ), Airport Approach
Overlay Zone (AAOZ) and the Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging Historic District. Legal
Description: beti3-e+Bioek4i, Map-1814-Wonderlanc-Beach. Lot 14. Block 90 of Ocean
Bay Beach Map No. 1189. Applicant: Dawd Stebbins.

UPDATE: Subsequent to the end of the public review perlod for the environmental document,

additional information was provided resulting in minor revision to the Mitigated
Negative Declaration. Section 15073.5 (¢)(4) of the California Environmental Quality
Af‘f F'I'I'Idﬂhnnc ctatac fh at rnnirnnlqhnh af the Mnhnnfnr‘ T\Tanohvn “nﬂ‘n"ﬂtlﬂh ig nnt '

: required when new information is added to the declaration which merely clarifies,
amphﬁes or makes insignificant modifications to the negative declaration. Minor
revisions have been made to the Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study.
These revisions do not affect the conclusions of the environmental document. All
changes and additions are shown in strilreout/underline format.

UPDATE:  Minor revisions to this document have been made when compared to the
11/02/2006  final Mitigated Negative Declaration. The changes do not affect the

and enmonmental analysm or conclusions of this document. All

01/23/2007 revisions are shown in a double strikeout/ und‘erlige format.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.

DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed project could
‘have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s): Archaeology. Subsequent -
revisions in the project proposal create the specific mitigation identified in Section V of this
Mitigated Negative Declaration. The project as revised now avoids or mitigates the potentially

significant environmental effects previously identfied, and the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report will not be required.

DOCUMENTATION:
The attached Initial Sfudy documents the reasons to support the above Determinatiorn.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:



The mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional fees and/or deposits to be
collected prior to the issuance of building permits, certificates of occupancy and/or final maps to
ensure the successful compietion of the monitorning program.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (ARCHAEOLOGY)

L Prior to Permit Issuance _
A. Land Development Review (LDR) Plan Check

1.

Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, inciuding but not limited to,
the first Grading Permit, Demoliion Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits, but prior to
the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director
(ADD) Environmental designee shall verify that the requirements for Archasological
Monitoring and Native American motitoring, if apphcable have been noted on the
appropriate construction documents.

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitred to ADD

1.

uy

The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination
(MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all
persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in the City of San
Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals invoived in the
archaeological monitoring program must have compieted the 40-hour HAZWOPER
training with certification documentation.

MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI and all
persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project.

Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain approval from MMC for any personnel]
changes associated with the monitoring program.

1. Prior to Start of Construction
A. Verification of Records Search

1.

2.

3.

The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search (1/4 mile
radius) has been compieted. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from South Coast Information Center, of, if the search was m-house, a
letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed.

The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

The PI may submut a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the ¥ mile radius.

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

Prior 1o beginning any work that requirss monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange a Precon
Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor,
Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and MMC. The qualified
Archaeologist shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make
comments and/or suggestions concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.



a. If the Pl is unable io attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a focused
Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, prior to the start of
any work that requires monitoring.

2. Idenfify Areas to be Monitored

2. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an
Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) based on the appropriate
construction documents {reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to
be monitored including the delineation of grading/excavation limits.

b. The AME shall be based on the resuits of a site specific records search as well
as information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formatiorn).

3. When Monitoring Will Occur :

a. . Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or
during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
construction documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of
excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase
the potennial for resources to be present.

IOI. During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavetion/Trenching

1. The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities which could result in impacts to archaeological resources as identified
on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for notifying the RE,
PI, and MMUC of changes to any construction activities.
The monitor shall document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
moritoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies
to MMC.

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern
disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of
fossi] formations, or when native soils are encountered may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1. Inthe event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert frenching activifies in the area of discovery and immediately
notify the RE or BI, as appropniate.

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the
discovery.

!\)
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3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also
submit written docurmentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with
photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1. The PI and Native American representative, if applicable, shall evaluate the
significance of the resource. If Human Remains are involved, follow protocol in
Section IV below.

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is reguired.

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data
Recovery Program (ADRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts
to significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities
in the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

c. Ifresource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating
that arfifacts wili be coliected, curated, and documented in the Final
Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is

required.

Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and the following
procedures set forth in the California Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notificatton ‘

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the

P1, if the Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropnate Senior

Planner in the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS).

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in
person or Vvia telephone.
B. Isolate discovery site

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the dlscovcry and any nearby
area reasonably suspected io overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can be made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI
concerning the provenience of the remains.

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, shall determine the need for a
field examination to determine the provenience.

3, Ifa field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner shall determine
with input from the P, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native
American orign.

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Natwe American

1. The Medical Examiner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call.

2. The NAHC shall contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner, after Medical Examiner
has completed coordination,
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NATHC shall identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely

Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information..

The PI shall coordinate with the MLD for additional consultation.

Disposition of Native American Human Remains shall be determined between the

MLD and the PI, IF:

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD falled to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission; OR;

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the
MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails
1o provide measures acceptable to the landowner.

D. ¥ Human Remains are NOT Native Amencan

1.

2,

~
3.

The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and notify them of the historic era
context of the burial.

The Medical Examiner will determine the appropriate course of action with the PI
and City staff (PRC 5097.98).

If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be appropriately removed and
conveyed to the Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for internment of the
human remains shall be made in consuitation with MMC, EAS, the
applicant/landowner and the Museum of Man.

V. Night Work
A. Ifnight work is included in the contract -

i

2.

When night work 1s included in the contract package, the extent and timing shall

.be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

The following procedures shall be followed.

a. No Discoveries
In the svent that no discoveries were encountered during night work, The PI
shall record the information on the CSVR and- submit to MMC via fax by 9am
the following moming, if possible.

b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV ~ Discovery
of Hurnan Remains.

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction shall be followed.

d. The PI shall irmmediately contact MMC, or by 8AM the following moming to
report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.

B. Ifnight work becomes necessary during the course of construction

L.

2.

The Construction Manager shall noafy the RE, or BL as appropnate, a mlmmum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.
The RE, or Bl, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.



VL

Post Construction
A. Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report

1.

2

S_h.t:. 13

The PI shali submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report {even if negative)
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the
Archaeological Monitoring Program (with appropnate graphics) to MMC for
review and approval within 90 days following the completion of monitoring,

a. For significent archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be inciuded in the Draft
Monitoring Report.

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of
Celifornia Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any
significant or potentially significant resources encountered during the
Archaeological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s Historical

. Resources Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Information Center with the Final Monitoring Report.

MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for

preparation of the Final Report.

The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
MM chall -n-mmﬂp written verification to the PI of the appraved report.

L= i

MMC shall noufy the RE or BL as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring
Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Artifacts

L.

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued

The PI skall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify
function and chronolegy as they relate to the hisiory of the ares; that faunal
material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as

* eppropriate.

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification

L.

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the
survey, testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with
an appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and
the Native American representative, as applicable.

The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

1.

The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE
or BI as appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days
after notfication from MMC that the draft report has been approved.

The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion unil receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.
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V1 PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were distributed to:

City of San Diego

Development Services Department

Council District 2

Development Project Manager, Laila Iskandar
LDR-Planning, Corey Braun
LDR-Engineering, Sean Torres
Plan-Long Range Planning, Tony Kempton
Historical Resources Board, Mike Tudury
BDR-Geology, Jim Quinn

Other

James Scott Fleming

David Stebbins

Terry Brierton

Ocean Beach Planning Board

Ocean Beach Town Council

Ocean Beach Merchanis Association

VI RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

(X) No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
finding or the accuracy/completeness of the Initial Study. No response 1s necessary.
The letters are aftached.

() Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration and/or
accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study were received during the public input
period. The letters and responses follow.

Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
Program and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Land Development
Review Division for review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

(Lt ot M September 15. 2006

Allison Sherwood, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report
Development Services Depariment

October 30. 2006
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Cass November 62. 2006
: Date of Revised Final

Januarv 23, 2007
Date of 2" Revised Final




City of San Diego

Development Services Department

LAND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW DIVISION
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 446-6460

INITIAL STUDY
Project No. _51076

SUBJECT: Stebbins Residence: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demolish a single-level 1,250 square- foot residence
-and construct a 1,749 square-foot, three-level single dwelhng unit with a
subterranean park:ulg garage on a 2,500 square-foot lot. The proposed project is
located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the Ocean Beach Community
Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealabie area), Coastal Height Limitation
Overlay Zone, Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEOZ), Airport Approach Overlay
Zone (AAQZ) and the Ocean Beach Cottage Emerging Historic District. Legal
Description: Let13-efBleck4i; Map-1 814 Wonderland Beach- Lot 14, Block 90
of Ocean Bay Beach Map No. 1189, Applicant: David Stebbins.

L PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

The proposed project 15 a SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, to be considered by the Planning Commission (Process 4),
for the demeolition of a single-level 1,250 square-foot duplex and the construction of a
three-level, 1,749 square-foot, single-family dwelling unit with a 2-car subterranean
garage on a 2,500 square-foot lot located at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the
Ocean Beach Community Planning Area (See Figures 1 &2},

The site is located within the 100-year floodplain (FEMA Zone A). As such, the project
is required to comply with the Supplemental Regulanons for Spec1a1 Fiood Hazard Areas
as descnbed n SDMC sectlon 143 0146 (C) (6) The-nraed &

aevelomnent of the re&denual structure fo be at 7.1 feet below the Base Flood Elevation
where 2 feet above the Based Flood Elevation is reguired. - '

The proposed 1,749 square-foot singie-family residence would include an office, master
bedroom and two bathrooms at the first level; 2 kitchen, dining room and 2 living room at
the second level, and a loft on the third-floor level (which is open to the second-fioor
level). The project would also include a subterranean two-car garage with a storage area.

" Exterior treatments include a stucco finish with glass blocks located on the north, south
and west sides of the single-family residence. The second and third levels would include
a foam shape comice that would border each of those levels. Pipe railing would border
the top of each level, along with a 2 % foot glass rail on both the second and third level
decks on the west side of the structure. The eastern half of the roof would consist of a
downward sloping concrete flat tile roofing, while the west half of the roof would consist
of a fiat roof (Figure 3).



The project site wouid continue to be accessed from West Point Loma Boulevard. Site
drainage would be directed into the existing drainage system located on West Point Loma
Bouilevard viz a sump pump and sidewalk underlain. Six-foot retaining walls would be
constructed on both sides.of the proposed subterranean garage. Grading would consist of
approximately 190 cubic-yards of cut at depths to approximateiv 6 feet. The site 1s
located within the Coastal Height Limitation Overlay Zone, and as such complies with
the 30" height hmit with a proposed height of 29°6”.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The previously developed 0.057-acre project site is located at 5166 West Point Loma
Boulevard in Ocean Beach Planning Area. The site is designated Residential in the
Ocean Beach Precise Plan, and is zoned RM-2-4 (Residential-Multiple Unit; permits a
maximum density of 1 dwelling unit for each 1,750 square feet of lot area). Adjacent
land uses include residential uses to the south, east, west. Ocean Beach Park is adjacent
to the northwest and the Pacific Ocean is further northwest.

The proposed development site is located within an existing urbanized area currently
served by police, fire, and emergency medical services. The location of the proposed
development is approximately 0.6 miles away from the City of San Diego’s Fire Station
15 which 15 located at 4711 Voltaire Strest.

The property is developed with a single-level duplex. The developed site is relatzvelv
devoid of native vegetation and is relatlvely flat with an on-site elevation of 8 feet above
mean sea leve] (AMSL). The site is neither within nor adjacent to Multi-Habitat Planning

‘Area (MHPA) lands.
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist.

DISCUSSION:

During the environmental review of the project, it was determined that construction
could potentially resulit in significant but mitigable impacts in the following
area(s):Historical Resources (Archaeology)

Historical Resources { Archaeologv):

According to the City’s Historical Resources Sensitivity Map, the site is located in an
arsa with a high potential for subsurface archaeological resources. The project wouid
export approximately 190 cubic-yards of excavation. Due to the quantity of cut, the
previously recorded archeological finds in close proximity to the site, and the potential for
grading activities to impact archeological finds on-site, archeological monitoring would
be required durning grading activities. ' In the event that such resources are discovered,
excavation would be halted or diverted, to allow recovery, evaluation, and recordation of
materials. A Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, contained in Section V of
the attached Mitigated Negative Declaration, would mitigate potentially significant
archaeological resource impacts to below a level of significance.
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The jollowing environmental issues were considered in depth during the environmental
review of the project and determined NOT to be potentially significant: Geology, Visual
Effects/Public Views, Historical Resources (Architecture), Air Quality/Public Safery,
Neighborhood Character.

Geologv:

A Geotechnical Invesiigation and responses to reviews of the submitted documents were
prepared for the project by Christian Wheeler Engineering titled, “Proposed Single
Family Residence, 6155 West Point Loma Boulevard, San Diego CA,” dated June 14,
2004 and August 05, 2005 respectively. The reports are summarized herein.

The project site 1s located within the C1ry of San Diego geologic hazard categories 31 and
52. Hazard Category 52 is described as “other level areas gently sloping to steep terrain,
favorable geologic structure, and low risk.” Hazard category 31 refers to areas that are
susceptible to liquefaction. The geotechnical report indicated that shallow groundwater is .
present at the site and that strong-earthquake shaking may affect the site. A Liquefaction
analysis was performed to assess the probability of liquefaction. The results of the
analysis indicate that the saturated portions of the beach deposits underlying the site

- possess factors-of-safety against soil liguefaction ranging from 0.4 to (.7. As such, the

site is subject to liquefaction. However, site preparation and foundation
recommendations provide a life-safety performance level a,cceptable -for the proposed
single-farnity residence.

As delineated on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), panels 1613F prepared by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency, the site is located within the 100-year
floodplain, and the garage would be below the 100-vear flood level. The site is
considered suitable for the proposed development provided the conditions in the
Geotechnical Investigation are implemented. During exploratory borings, the
groundwater table was found at a depth of approximately 5 feet below existing site grades
{(Elevation of 3 foot MSL) and is anticipated to fluctuate within 4 feet of existing site
grades (Elevation 4 foot MSL).. The subterranean garage, which would have a depth of 6
feet below existing grades, would be at least two fest below the high groundwater table.
As such, a dewatering plan would be necessary during construction.

As outlined in Section 02140 of the City of San Diego CWP Guidelines, the
responsibility for conducting the dewatering operation in a manner which will protect

adijacent structures and facilities rests solely with the contractor. The contractor would
make an independent investigation of the soil and groundwater conditions at the site.
Prior to commencement of excavations, a detailed plan and schedule. with descnption.
for dewatering of excavation wouid be submitted with the dewatering plan. The plan
would be signed bv a California remstered Civil Engineer. Geotechnical Engineer,
Engineering Geologist or Hvdrogeologist with experience of at ]east one dewatering
operation of similar maenitude. Additionallv. where critical structures or facilities exist
immediateiv adiacent to areas of proposed dewatering. reference points would be
established and observed dailv to detect anv settlement which mav develop. A dailv
report would be maintained which would document the following: Groundwater elevation
and chanees 1n elevation of reference poinits to detect settlement in adiacent structures.

After dewatering 1s discontinued. a weeklv report would be maintained for two months




recording anv change in elevation of reference points to detect settlement in adiacent
structures. Additionaltv. the contractor would be responsible for obtaining an Industrial
Waste Discharge Permit from the Citv’s Metropolitan Wastewater Department. which
would allow treated water to be discharged into the Citv’s sewer svstem. -

The report concludes that the proposed property would be suitable for the proposed
construction provided the conclusions within the report are implemented. The
recommended measures would be conditions of the permit, and therefore permit issuance
would preciude a significant impact from geologic conditions.

With regards to the dewaterine plan. it is not enforced through the discretionarv progess;
however. compliance wath the procedures for dewatering as outlined above would
preciude potential impacts resulting from eround failure,

Visual Effects/Public Views:

- A project would be considered to cause a significant effect to views under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if the pr03 ect would either substantially block a

' public view through a designated public view corridor, or cause a substantial View.
blockage of a pubhc resource that is considered s1c_rmﬁcam: by the applicable Community
plan. No designated public views within the project area are identified in the Ocean
Beach Community Plan or Local Coastal Program. Additionally, the project would have
to conform to San Diego Municipal Code section 132.0403 (b), which states that, “A
visual corridor of not less than the side vard setbacks or more than ten feet in width,
running the full depth of the premises, shall be preserved as a deed restriction as a
condition of the Coastal Development Permit whenever the foliowing conditions exist:
(1) the proposed development lies between the shoreline and the first public roadway and
(2) the requirements for the visual corridor is feasible and will serve to preserve, enhance
or restore public views of the ocean or shoreline as identified in the apphcable
comununity plan.”

In accordance with SDMC 132.0403 (b), the applicant would be required to record a deed
restriction preserving a visual corridor of 3 feet along the eastern property line and 3 feet
along the western property line, running the full depth of the premises, which would be a
condition of the Coastal Dcvelopmcnt Permit.

The height of the project would not exceed 30 feet at the highest point. The second floor,
which is 744 square-feet, has been scaled back from the first floor, which is 815 square-
feet. The third story, which is 190 square-fest, incorporates a sloped roof (5:12 pitch),
Compliance with the 30 foot height restriction, the deed restriction preserving a visual
corridor pursuant to SDMC 132.0403 (b) and the proposed design of the scaled back
second and third floors would preclude a significant impact to views.

Historical Resources (Architecture):

As a baseline, the City of San Diego has established a threshold of 45 years of age to
determine historical significance under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). CEQA Public Resources Code section 21084.1 states that “a project that may
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource is a project
that may cause a 51gmﬁcant effect on the environment.” A historical resource 1s a
resource that is listed in, or determined to be eligible for, the California Register of
Historical Resources. Historical resources that are listed in a local historical register are
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presumed to be historically significant, unless a preponderance of the evidence indicates
the resource is historically significant.

The duplex proposed for demolition was constructed in 1955; and was therefore, further
evaluated to determine historical significance under CEQA. The Environmental Analysis
Section and the Historical Resources Board staff reviewed the structure and determined
that the structure does not posses integrity of setting, location, design, materials,
workmanship, or associafion with individuais of local, statewide or national importance.
The structure does not meet the any of the criteria for historical designation.

With regards to listing in a local register, the site is located within the geographic
boundaries of the Ocean Beach Emerging Historic District (OBC-EHD) and was
evaluated for the structure’s potential contribution to the emerging district. The OBC-
EHD is a locally designated historic district that is listed on a local register of historical
resources; therefore, the OBC-EHD meets the definition of a historical resource pursuant
to section 5024.1 of the CEQA Public Resources Code.

However, the duplex does not meet the 1887-1931 period of significance established for

- the emerging district, as the duplex was constructed in 1955, Furthermore, the duplex .
.does not meet the architectural qualities or description that the majority of current

contributors to the district posses, i.e. Craftsman Bungalows, Craftsman Cottages. Given
that the duplex is not listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, nor is the structure a contributor to the OBC-EHD, demolition of the duplex
would not result in an adverse effect to 2 historical resource.

Neighborhood Character:

A project would be considered to cause a significant effect to neighborhood character
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if the project would exceed the
height or-bulk reguiations and the existing patterns of development in the surrounding
area by a significant margin.

The proposed project would conform to all of the zoning regulations of the underlying
zone pertaiming to height and floor-area ratio (FAR). Additionally. there are simijar
developments. in terms of bulk and scale. ifv close proximity to the subject property. As
such, project impiementation would not result in 2 significant impact to neighborhood
character.

Air OQualitv/Public Safetv:

The project 1s proposing to demolish a duplex which may contain asbestos and lead-based
paint and if so, could potentially pose 2 risk to Hhuman health and public safety. While the
City of San Diego does not have permitting authority over the handling of hazardous
material, ail demolition activities must be conducted in accordance with the San Diego
County Air Pollution Controi District (SDAPCD) Rules 361.140 through 361.156 and the
California Code of Regulations Title 8 and 17 regarding the handiing and dlsposal of
Asbestos-containing materials and Lead-based paints, respectively.

The SDAPCD requires a project follow special procedures during demolition, renovation,
and removal of asbestos containing material. In addition, the SDAPCD must be notified
in writing at ieast 10 days in advance of any demolition regardless of whether any
asbestes is present or not. Failure to meet these requirements would result in the issuance
of a Notice of Violation.



If the testing shows the presence of asbestos or lead-based paints, then proper precautions
must be made during the removal and disposal of asbestos or lead-based paint containing
materials. The removal and disposal of these materials is regulated by state agencies .
(Cal-OSHA and Cal-EPA), the SDAPCD, and the County of San Diego Department of
Environmental Health (DEH). These agencies ensure that the demolition crew, adjacent
residents, or other individuals are not exposed to these hazardous building materials,

Because the zbove-mentioned State and County agencies oversee asbestos and lead-based
paint removal, and it is required of the applicant to notify these agencies prior to any
demolition activities as per state and county law, human health and public safety impacts
due to the demolition of the on-site structures would be below 2 level of significance.
Notice to the SDAPCD is required and would be incorporated as a condifion of the
permit. Therefore, no mitigation would be required.

V. RECOMMENDATION:
On_ the basis of this initial evaluation:
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and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.
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X Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the
mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to the
project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT should be required.

PROJECT ANALYST: Cass

Attachments: Figure 1 (Location Map)
Figure 2 (Site Plan)
Figure 3 (Elevations)
Checklist



ITE LOCATION —3 .\ "

| | )“53‘”: ‘ ;ﬂgs

'888) NS 9-p-63/ -

ORD NO.

Stebbins Residence

Location Map

Environmental Analysis Section Project No. 51076

CITY OF SAN DIEGO - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES




LIS B I Wil Bl DRI g TH Pt ity iy

AU DN AN00
HA 340l dME
£ arté QAMOFY viuv OO Y
T e Qupe winas woony
T T TTwam
T T uovevn somasve
R — PRV PY
T T wiow dwoas
R — VTP
— AT M 43 WIDL
$OAGN T 38 001 45 4S5 LSEny M 4 WGH LH Z0H OIS
A5 Lwan) LHOER
&l Qx ivIu
£ Lo
G SN EL QUA ANCHY SE30vEI3S
SEIYIN HYEK "I LN TGO WANNGSD 7L T ORMOZ

WOV GRVRGONIM FIL OV P00 G e 10T WG HJy

FONIAISTY SNIgF3LS

W I HYE TUATE YNTT Lt 153N L8 6 kY RS

A V300G MYE YL LS YO by
ENARLE GV MG

" vavo L0%oH.

- BHDDIYY VYD LHAN L3y e TUEUE T AWML 3 )ouas AUCES

i
2|5 AN 10RMISHOD OnY LNIAWYGSY N uh '35HG0N Y Bk L] 2AGHED]

e F ST ]

i
!
|
I

?ﬁ@

Figure

AUPLLE L i ot s o ey L8 RAORY Aot e s Vit |

B LT Ty p—

Project No. 51076

‘ALHILOUE Akl NG §UOLE SNA OH Juv EITETT

"ALUALOMA 314 HO S 4RINISYE ON JBY IURI0

.. 1 FHAUDMLMA Cof M) AN AL 8 G ) e M SOV BN T taMU00D AL 1004 § RN Y SRLGN
hY

Stebbins Residence

R
PN

i Buliumjg pue SIMSEUDKY

' 0I0nLE YOOHBINOLS

T

ST

P A
RN SN

ite Plan

Environmental Analysis Section

CITY OF SAN DIEGO - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

(7p)

FTEREAE S A Y Wt 401 e o ol et e AT 4 it Y

Loy 71 e MHELC] O e Mwed Aoy
e LiGas Knarh ol T’ WA il MO s M A o Guert e Wl O s ot




L= KL

NV1d 400Y

PRI

NOMVAITE (GLHON) 301S

AT Gublid 43 5WWI0 KTV G

GROSALRRISIO Ty OIS S5V T
‘. '

FIS—— )

CHo o es

T B |“-l_
W

-

wt _ T

H

_— '

i | DO DR N

L

i

t-.w o . T ” . -

ameeh M

A

I O o
-l o0

Stebbins Residence

ged
(O
>
Q@
LL

Figure

10Nns

Environmental Analysis Section

Project No. 51076

CITY OF SAN DIEGO - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES




Initial Study Checklist

Date: ~ September 22, 2005
Project No.: 51076
Name of Project: Stebbins Residence

0. ENVIRONMENTAL ANATYSIS:

The purpose of the Initial Study 1s to identify the potential for significant environmental impacts
which could be associated with a project pursuant to Section 13063 of the State CEQA
Guidelines. In addition, the Initial Study provides the lead agency with information which forms
the basis for deciding whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Report, Negative Declaration
or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This Checklist provides a means to facilitate early
environmental assessment. However, subsequent to this preliminary review, modifications to the
project may mitigate adverse impacts. All answers of "yes" and "maybe“ indicate that thcrc is 2
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IV of the Initial Study.

Yes Mavbe No
L _ AESTHETICS / NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER — Will the proposal result in:

A. The obstruction of any vista or scenic view from
a public viewing area? _ ~N
The project would be reguired to record a deed
Tesiction preserving a visual comridor. See.-
Visual Effect/Public View discussion in the
Initial Studv.

B. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or
project? _ AN
The proiect would conform to all heicht. bulk
and scale regulations. See Neighborhood
Character discussion in the Initial Studv.

C. Project bulk, scale, materials, or style
which wouid be incompatible with surrounding
development? _ N —
See I-B. '



. Substantial alteration to the existing character of

the area? : _ L
Similar developments in terms of architectural

stvie exists within the area. See Neighborhood

Character discussion in the Initial Studv.

The loss of any distinctive or landmark tree(s),

or a stand of mature frees? _
There are no distinctive or landmark treefs). ora

stand of mature trees on the site.

Substantial change in topography or ground

surface relief features? _ -

The project proposes erading: however,
implementation of the project would not result
in a substantial change in topoeraphv since the
crading is minimal and the topoeraphv is flat.

. The loss, covering or modification of any

unique geologic or physical features such as a

natural canyon, sandstone bluff, rock outcrop, or

hillside with a siope in excess of 25 percent? -
The project site 1s located op relativelv flat land

with no unique geologmcal fearures in ciose

proximitv,

. Substantial light or glare? _
The proiect does not propose construction with
reflective materials or outdoor lighting.

Substantial shading of other properties? -
The project’s second and third levels have been

scaled back. and the project complies with the

heicht reculations. As such. no subsiantial amount

of shading would occur.




Yes Mavbe

AGRICULTURE RESOURCES / NATURAL RESOURCES / MINERAL
RESOURCES — Woulid the proposal result in:

A. The loss of availability of & known mineral
resource {e.g., sand or gravel) that would be of
value to the region and the residents of the
state?

The proiect site is on urban land that has been

previously developed. No known mineral

resources are nresent.

B. The conversion of agricultural land to
nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agriculural productivity of agrienltural land?
The project site 15 located within a developed,
urbanized area. :

AIR QUALITY — Would the proposal:

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicabie air quality plan? : _ A
The project would not generate vehicle tips.
However. demolition activities could impact air
quality. See Air Qualitv discussion in the Initial
Studv.. '

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation? ‘ N
ee [H-A.

C. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
‘pollutant concentrations?
No impact to sensiive receptors would occur.

D. Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people? .
The propesed project is & single-familv
residence and would not generate obiectionable
odors.

]
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No



Yes Maybe

E. Exceed 100 pounds per day of Particulate
Matter 10 (dust)? . .
There is a potential for the creation of dust
durine demolition and erading. However,
grading would not exceed the threshold of 100
pound per dav of particulate matter. The City
Municipal Code reguires dust suppression
measures be implemented during construction
activities, '

F. Alter air movement in the area of the project? _ -
Air movement would not be substantiallv
altered.

G. Cause a substantial alteration in moisture,
or temperature, or any change in climate, either
locally or regionally? _ . L
The proiect pronoses demolinon of a single-
familv residence. No such alteration would
occur, '

BIOLOGY ~ Would the proposal result in:

A. A reduction in the number of any unique,
rare, endangered, sensifive, or fully
protected species of plants or animals? - .
There are no such species of plants or animals
on or adjacent to the project site,

B. A substantial change in-the diversity of any

species of animals or plants? . e
See IV-A.

C. Introduction of invasive species of plants into

the area? - _—
Landscaping would be in conformance with the '

Citv’s Landscape Technical Manual.

D. Interference with the movement of any
resident or rmigratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory
wildlife cormdors? S
No such corridors exist on or adiacent to the
project site.




v,

VL

E. An impaci to a sensitive habitat,
including, but not hmited to sireamside
vegetation, aguatic, riparian, oak woodland,
coastal sage scrub or chaparral?
See IV-A.

F. An impact on City, State, or federally regulated
wetlands (including, but not himited to, coastal
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
mterruption or other means?

There are no wetlands on-site.

G. Conflict with the provisions of the City’s
Multiple Species Conservation Program
Subarez Plan or other approved local,
regional or state habitat conservation
plan?

Froject i1s nol within or adiacent io the MHFA..

See TV-A,

ENERGY ~ Would the proposal;

A. Result in the use of excessive amounts of fuel or
energy (e.g. natural gas)?
The proposed residential development would
not use excessive amounts of fuel or energy.

B. Result in the use of excessive amounts of
power?
Sea V-A,

GEOLOGY/SOILS — Would the proposal:

A. Expose people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides,
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards?
The propesed project lies within Geologic
Hazard Zone 52 and zone 31. See Geology
discussion and discussion in the Initial Study.

B. Result in a substantial increase in wind or
water erosion of soils, éither on or off the site?
No such erosion would occur.

o



C. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- |
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liqguefaction or collapse?

See VI-A.

VIL HISTORICAL RESOURCES - Would the proposal result in:

1& Alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric
or historic archaeological site?
The project site is located within an area that
is considered a high sensitivity area for archaeological
finds. As such. archaeological monitoring wouid

be required during gradine. See Initial Studv Discussion.

B. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
~ prehistoric or historic building, structure,

object, or site?
The project proposes to demolish a single-
familv residence which was determined not to
possess anv potential for architectural
significance. architect of note. resident/owner of
note or an association with a sionificant event.
See Historical {Architecturs) discussion in the
Inital Studv.

C. Adverse physical or assthetic effects to an
architecturally significant building, structure, or
object?

Ses VII-B.

D. Any impact to existing religious or sacred uses
within the potential impact area?
No documented areas of religious or sacred uses

withip the potential impact area.

Mavbe




Yes Maybe No
E. The disturbance of any human remains,
including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? '
No such docurmented areas are Jocated within the
potental impact area.

HUMAN HEALTH / PUBLIC SAFETY / HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
proposal:

A. Create any known health hazard
(excluding mental health)? . N
Project implementation wouid not result in
anv know health hazard. Proper handling of
potential ashesios containing materials would be
required during demolition activities. See Air
Quality discussion in the Initial Studv.

B. Expose peopie or the environment to
a significant hazard through the routine

tmapmm mp et si22 A Aiosann) b lasardoasie
GEnSpEli, WSt Ul SPpUbal Ul OdLulubus

materials? - . N
The project proposes no transportation. usage or
disposal of hazardovs materials,

C. Create a future risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances (including
but not limited to gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals,
radiation, or explosives)? N
No such risk of an explosion would occur.

D. Impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergsncy evacuation plan? v
The project would not interfere with such plans.

E. Belocated on 2 site which is included ona
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 63962.5
and, as a result, create a significant
hazard to the public or environment? ' N
The site is not fisted on the Countv’s DEH SAM '
case lisung.




F.

IX. HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY — Would the proposal result in:

Al

Create a significant hazard to the public or the

environment through reasonably foreseeable

upset and accident conditions involving the

release of hazardous materials into the

environment? _ .
See VITI-A.

An increase in pollutant discharges, including

down stream sedimentation, to receiving

waters during or following construction?

Consider water quality parameters such as

temperature dissolved oxygen, turbidity and

other typical storm water pollutants. _
No such increase is expected.

Am increase in impervious surfaces and

associated increased runoff? _
An increase in impervious surfaces would

oceur; however, appropriate Best Management

Practices would be reguired as conditions of

the permit.

Substantial alieration to on- and off-site

drainage patterns due to changes in runoff

flow rates or volumes? ' —
The project would not result in a change to

the drainace pattern. Drainage would be filtered

bv pervious planted areas before being

discharged into West Point Loma Boulevard.

Discharge of identified poliutants to

an already impaired water body (as listed

on the Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list)? _
See IX-C.

Maybe

N



E. A potentially significant adverse unpact on
ground water quality?
Waier would be treated before being discharged
Into the storm drain. As such, the project would
not result in a significant impact to water guality.

F. Cause or contribute to an exceedance of
applicable surface or groundwater receiving
water guality objectives or degradation of
beneficial uses?

See IX-A. and -B.

LAND USE — Would the proposal result in:

A. A land use which is inconsistent with
the adopted community plan land use
designation for the site or conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over a project?
The Oeesn Reach Comminity Plan daciomaing

CeSlanals

the site as a Residential (15-24 units/acre for each

¥, block). The proiect wouid not be inconsistent with
the Ocean Beach Communitv Plan, With respect to
underlving zone. the project proposes a deviation for
building below the Base Flood Elevation: however,
compliance with engineering standards would preclude

B. A conflict with the goals, objectives
and recommendations of the community
plan m which it 1s located?
See X-A.

C. A conflict with adopted environmental plans,
including applicable habitat conservation plans
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect for the area?

The project wouid not impact any sensitive biological
resources. Additionallv. the proiect is not adiacent
“to the MHPA.




D. Physically divide an established community?
~ The proposed proiect is a single-familv residential

dwelling unit that would be surrounded by

other residentiai dweliing units. As such. the project

would not divide an established community.

E. Land uses which are not compatible with
aircraft accident potential as defined by an
adopted airport Airport Comprehensive Land
Use Pian (CLUP)?

A recorded avigation easement would be
provided to bring the development into
compliance with the Atrport Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (ALUCP).

XI.  NOISE - Would the proposal result in:

A. A significant increase in the existing ambient
noise ievels?
The proiect is a single-family residence and
wouid not result in an increase to the existing
ambient noise level.

B. Exposure of people to noise levels which
exceed the City's adopted noise ordinance?
The site is located within a residential area
and would not result in the exposure of people
to noise levels in excess of the Citv’s adopted
noise ordinance.

C. Exposure of people 1o current or future
transportation noise levels which exceed
standards established in the Transportation
Element of the General Plan or an adopted
airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan?
Traffic on West Point Loma Boulevard is well
below the transportation standards established in
the Transportation Element of the General Plan.
Additionally. a recorded avigation easement would
be provided before construction activities commenced.

-10 -



XIO. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the
proposal impact a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

The project site 1s underlain bv the Bav Point
formation, which has a high potential for
paleontological finds. However, the project -
proposes excavation of 190 cubic-vards at
depths of less than ten feet.  Therefore.
paleontological monitoring would not be |

required.

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the proposal:

A. Induce substantial population growth in
an area, either directly {for exampie, by
_ proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastrucrure)?
The proiect would not induce substantial

pobulation erowih.

.B. Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing eisewhere?

The project proposes the replacement of a
singie-familv residence.

C. Alter the planned location, distribution,
density or growth rate of the population
of an area?
The densitv of the population would not be
increased. - :

- 11-

Mavbe




XV,

<
4]
w

Maybe

PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the proposal have an
effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services in any of the following areas:

A. Fire protection? . .
Proposed project would be developed in an
urbanized area and it is not anticipaied to have a
significant affect on fire protection. Fire
Protection would be available 1o the new

development.

B. Police protection?- ‘ . L
Police protection would be available to the new
development. See XIV-A.

C. Schools? ' - .
The proiect would not have a significant impact

on schools.

D. Parks or other recreational facilities? . _
No effect would occur.

E. Maintenance of public facilities, including
roads? _ _
Maintenance of public facilities would not be
affected with the proiect being developed.
See XTV-A.

F. Other governmental services? o o _
No effect would occur. See XTV-A,

RECREATIONAL RESOURCES — Would the proposal result in:

A. Would the project increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial
physical deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated? _ o
The nroiect would not have an affect on
recreational resources.

N



XVL

. Does the project include recreational facilities or

equire the construction or expansion of

" recreational facilities which might have an

adverse physical effect on the environment?
No such adverse effecis would ocgur. See X-V.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION — Would the proposal result in:

A. Traffic generation in excess of specific/

community plan allocation?
The project would not increase traffic.

. An increase in projected traffic which is

substantia! in relafion to the exisung traffic load

and capacity of the street system?
See XVI-A. '

. An increased demand for off-site parking?

The proiept would provide adequate parking.

. Effects on existing parking?

Ses XVI-A

Substantial impact upon existing or planned

- wransportation systems?

The propased proiect would not create 2
substantial affect on existing or planned
transportation svsiems.

Alterations to present circulation movernents
including effects on existing public access to
beaches, parks, or other open space areas?
Public access to anv such areas would not be
impacted.

. Increase in traffic hazards for motor vehicles,

bicyclists or pedestrians due to a proposed, non-
standard design feature (e.g., poor sight distance
or driveway onto an access-restricted roadway)?
The proiect would be desiened to engineering

" standards. No such impacts would result.

.13 -
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Yes Mavbe - No
H. A conflict with adopted policies, plans or
programs supporting alternative ransportation
models (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? . _ ._l’_
No such impacts would occur.

XVIL. UTILITIES — Would the proposal result in a need for new systems, or.require substantial
alterations to existing utilities, including:

A. Natural gas? : L L N
The proposed project wonld not require new : '
svstems or substantial alterations to existing
natural gas utilities.

B. Communications systems? L v
No new svstems or substantal alterations would '
be required. See XVII-A.

C. Water? _ _— <
No new svsiems or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

D. Sewer? . _ +
Ne new systems or substantial alterations would
be regwired. See XVII-A.

E. Storm water drainage? - N
' Storm Water drainage would be developed and
maintained in accordance with the Citv’s Storm
Water Guidelines. No new or substantia)
alteranons would be reguired.

F. Solid waste disposal? o A
No new svstemns or substantial alterations would
be required. See XVII-A.

XVIL WATER CONSERVATION — Would the proposal result in:

A. Use of excessive amounts of water? e v
Proiect would not use excessive amounts of '
water.

-14-
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B. Landscaping which is predominantly
non-drought resistant vegetation?
Landscaping would be consistent with the Citv’s
Landscaping Regulations. '

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE:

A. Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of 2 fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important
exampies of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

No sensitive vegetation exists on-site. The
proiject does not have the potential to affect anv
of the above,

-B. Does the project have the poiential to achieve
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on
the environment is one which occurs in a
relatively brief, definitive period of time while
long-term impacts would endure well into the
future.) -
Project 1s consisient with the lone-term vision
and would not achieve short-term goals to the
disadvantage of long-term goals.

C. Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on
two or more separate resources where the
impact on each resource 1s relatively small,
but where the effect of the total of those
impacts on the environment is significant.)
The proiect would not contribute to cumulative
lmpacts.

- 15-



D. Does the project have environmental effects
which would cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
The proposed proiect would not cause
substantial adverse environmental effects on
human beings. either directlv or indirectiv.

-6 -
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INITIAL STUDYVCHECKLIST

REFERENCES

Aésthetics / Neighborhood Character

City of San Diego Progress Guide and Gencral Plan.

Commumnity Plan.

Local Coastai Plan.

Agricultural Resources / Natural Resources / Mineral Resources
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II,
1973.

California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and-Geology, Mineral Land
Classification.

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Maps.

Site Specific Report:

Air
California Clean Air Act Guidelines (Indirect Source Conitrol Programs} 1990.
Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - APCD.

Site Specific Report:
Biology

City of San Diego, Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), Subarea Plan,
1997

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Vegetation Communities Wlth Sensitive Species and Vernat
Pools" maps, 1996

City of San Diego, MSCP, "Multipie Habitat Planning Area" maps, 1957.

Community Plan - Resource Element.

-17 -



V.

California Department of Fish and Game, California Natura] Diversity Database, "State
and Federally-listed Endangered, Threatened, and Rare Plants of California," January
2001.

Califormia Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database,
"State and Federally-listed Endangered and Threatened Animals of California,”
January 2001.

City of San Diego Land Development Code Biology Guidelines.
Site Specific Report:

Energy N/A

VL

Geology/Soils
City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part I and II,
December 1973 and Part If1, 1975.

Site Specific Report: Proposed Single Family Residence, 6153 West Point Loma
Boulevard, San Diego CA, " dated June 14, 2004 and responses dated August 05, 2003,

Historical Resources

City of San Diego Historical Resources Gﬁideﬁncs.
City of San Diego Archaeology Library.

Historical Resources Board List.

Community Historical Survey:

Site Specific Report:

Human Health / Public Safety / Hazardous Materials
San Diego County Hazardous Materials Environmental Assessment Listing, 2004.

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division

-18 -



FAA Determination

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use A uthorized
1995. '

V Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan. -

- Site Specific Report:

IxX. Hydrology/Water Quality
v Fiood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM).
N

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Fiood Insurance Program -
Flood Boundary and Floodway Map.

v Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Hst, dated July, 2003,
http://fwew.swreb.ca.gov/tmdl/303d_Iists.huml).

Land Use

P

V- City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Pian.

Community Plan.

Airport Comprehensivé Land Use Plan

__ City of San Diego Zoning Maps

____ FAA Determination

X1 Noise

N Community Plan
N

San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps.

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.
Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

San Diego Association of Governments - San Diego Regional Average Weekday Traffic
Volumes. '

-

-16 .



- Other:

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Site Specific Report:

Paleontological Resources

City of San Diego Paleontological Guidelines.

Demére, Thomas A., and Stepben L. Walsh, "Paleontological Resources City of San
Diego," Department of Paleontology San Diego Natural History Museum, 1996.

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. Peterson, "Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan
Area, California. Del Mar, La Jollz, Point Loma, La Mesz, Poway, and SW 1/4
Escondido 7 1/2 Minute Quadrangles," California Division of Mines and Geologv
Bulletin 200, Sacramentio, 1675.

Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial Beach and
Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area, California," Map Sheet
29, 1977, , ‘

Site Specific Report:

Population / Housing
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Series 8 Population Forecasts, SANDAG.

Public Services

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan. | |
Recreational Resources

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.



Department of Park and Recreation
City of San Diego - San Diego Regional Bicycling Map

Additional Resources:

XVI.  Transportation / Circulation

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plaz.

v Community Plan.

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG.
San Diego Region Weekday Traffic Volumes, SANDAG.

Site Specific Report:

AVil. Utiiities

v _Communitv Plan

XVIII. Water Conservation N/A

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Rev. ed. Menlo Park, CA: Sunset
Magazine.
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sae Information Bulletin 505, "Development Permi:s Appeal Pioced " for information cn the appeal procedure.
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1. Type of Appeal: .
O Process Two Decision - Appeal to Planning Commission 0 Appeal of 2 Hearing Officer Decision to revoke a permit
O Process Three Decision - Appesl to Planning Commission E/Pro:ess Fo%@e:ision - Appeal fo City Council

0 Process Three Dezision - Appeal to Board of Zoning Appeals B ‘
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- 1?042’, 1//5/ GiChbinz NIFebHhins Res  domee Wﬁ"f?,;fcf'rﬁ fe 74 i

4. Project Information
Permit/Approval Being Appealed & Permit/Approval No.:

DCate of Decision: City Project Manager

ekl 20071 | Laily L5 el
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Decision (describe the permit/approval oesision): b 7 9958
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5. Reason ior Appeal =~
B ‘Factual Error
& Confiict with ciher matiers . & City-wids Significanse {f
® Findings Not Susported
Description of Reasons for Appeal {Please re

necessary.) -
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] New Information

late your description 1o the aliowable reasons for appeal noted above. Atiach additional sheets if

E. Appellant's Sign_a)ture: } zertify under penalty of perjury thatthe faregoing, including zll names and adoresses, is true and corraezl
). (it [Fand 15, 5207

Signature Z. /"\"_/\9 / /T’::— Date mff‘f-’é&’ 4 2po7 .
Note: Faxed appér.‘-ﬁ,re n%sﬁ}ted. ) ‘ '
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY SHEET
. CITY OF SAN DIEGD '

o

DATE ISSUED: tay 16, 2007 REPORT NO: 07-091

ATTENTION; Council Prasident and Ciry Council
ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT: Development Services Deparmment
SUBJECT: ' 'Stebbins Residcnce Project No. 51076
COUNCIL DISTRICT(S): 2

CONTACT/PHONE NUMBER: Laila Iskandar, 615-446-3207, 11skandar@sanmego ooV

REQUESTED ACTION: This is an appeal of the Planning Commission’s decision 1o approvs a
Coastal Development Permit (CDP), and Site Development Permit (SDP) 10 allow the
demolition of an existing dupiex, and the construction of a new three-story single family
residence above a basem°nt garage, including a deviation from the regulations for Special Flood
Hazard Areas.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: DENY the appeal and APPROVE Coastal Development
Permit No. 147134, and Site Development Permit No. 389939, and CERTIFY Mitigated
Negatve Declaration N¢. 51 076, and ADOPT the I\fltlcramon_ Momtonng, and Reporting
Program.

TYECUTIVE SUMMARY: The project is located at 5166 West point Loma Bounlevard within
the Ocean Beach Precise Plan. T'he issue before the City Council is the appeal of the Planning
Commission’s decision to allow the demolition of a one-story duplex, and the conswuction ofa
new three-siory single family residence above 2 basement garage, and allow for 2 deviation from
the regulations for Special Flood Hazard Aresas. The project site 1s within the 100 vear
floodpiain and is therefore considered environmentally sensitive land. The property 1s relatively
flat with an elevanon of § fest above mean sea level and doss not include any sensitive
topographical or biologcal resources. The site is neither within nor adjacent 10 Mult-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) lands. A Mitigated Negative Declaration dated November 2, 2008, has
been prepared for this project in accordance with State CEQA guigelines, and a Mitigation,
Monitoring and Reporting Program 1s I'unn'Cd for Archaeological Resources to reduce any
potential impacts 10 below a Javel of significance.

In aaamon the following environmenial 15sues were considered in depth during the
environmental review of the pro; ect and determined NOT 1o be potentially significant: Geology,
Visua] Effects/Public Views, Historical Resources (Architecture), Air Qualiry/Public Safety, and
Neighborhood Character, however, no significant impacts were identified.

The requested deviation is fo allow development of the residential structure, 10 be at 7.1 feet
below the Base Flood Elevation where two (2) feet above the Base Flood Zlevation is required.

Staff believes that MND No. 51076 adeguately addresses the project’s potential impacts, and that
implementarion of the MMRP would avoid or reduce such impacts to below a ievel of
significance.



e
An ap@e’aﬂ%l&‘gé%lanning Commission's decision was filed asserting factual error, conflict with
other matters, and findings not supported, new information, and ciry-wide significance
(Attachment 13). Staff has provided a response to each issue and continues to support the
project. ‘

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONS: None with this action. All costs associated with the processing
of this project are paid from a deposit account mamzamﬂd by the applicant.

PREVIOUS COUNCIL and/or COMMITTEE ACTION: On February 8 2007, the Planning
Commission reguested a continuance of the subject project to a date certain of March 1 2007 10
address specific issues related to flood-proofing of the proposed swrucrure.

The applicant responded to these issues at the March 1, 2007 Planning Commission, hearing,
rasulting in unanimous approval by the Planning Commuission.

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION AND PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS: The Ocean Bzach
Planning Board met on July 5, 2006. There were two motons presented conceming this

' property and neither ons nasscd

+ The first motion was 10 approve the project as presented. The motion failed by a vote of 4-4-0

+ The subsequent motion was to deny the project as presented due to the bulk and scale. This

L £ o~y 4+ 'l a
monon zlee fatled oy a vole of £-8-0,

"Various board members noted that the new residence would represent & significant 1m'orov=-m°m
over the existing duplex, and would improve the character of the general neighborhood. In
addition, the change from a duplex to a single family residence would reduce density in the area.

Various board members noted concemns about the height of the project, and that other properties

" on the block might be re-developed 10 similar heights, altering the character of the neighborhood.
Their concern is that subsequent development might create a corridor of tall buildings on the
block. The suggestion was 1o restrict the project to two stories.

L

KEY Sl AA&A:HOLD_R{)\]\ QJEGTED IMPACTS: David Stebbins, Owner/Applicant
o

s

Zf//ué« , /‘-

Marf&la Escobar-Eck iy ﬁmes T. Waring

Dirgctor eputy Chuef of Land US/ and
Development Services Department Economic Development:

Originating Department ' Deputy Chief/Chief Operating Officer

[
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. NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

T70O: __X _ Recorder/County Clerk FROM: City of San Diego
P.O.Box 1750, MS A33 Development Services Department
1600 Pacific Hwv, Room 260 , 1222 First Avenue, MS 301
San Diego, CA 92101-2422 San Diego, CA 92101

Project Number: 51076
Project Title: Stebbins Residence

sroject Location: San Diego, California - The proposed project is Jocated at 5166 West Point Loma Boulevard in the
Deean Beach Community Planning Area, Coastal Overlay Zone (appealabie area), Coastal Haight Limitarion Qverlay
Zone, Airport Environs Overlay Zone (AEQZ), Airport Approach Overlay Zons (AAOZ) and the Ocean Beach ’
Zottage Emerging Historic District.

Sroject Applicant: David Stebbins
5166 West Point Loma Boulevard
San Diego, CA 92107
(619) 224-0674

>roject Description: SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT and a COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT to demoiish a
single-level 1,230 square-foot residence and construct a 1,749 square-foot, three-level single dwelling unit with 2
mubterranean parking garage on a 2,500 square-foot lot. ' -

This 1s 10 advise that the Ciry of San Diego City Cour
nade the following determinations:

1CL on Miay 22, 2007, approved ine above described project and

fala)

The project in its approved form will, _ X _ will not, have a significant effect on the environment.

—

An Environmental Impact Report was prepared for this project and certified pursuant to the provisions of
CEQA. . : ~

X _ A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

An addendum to a Negative Declaranon wzs prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA
Record of project approval may be examined at the address above. ’ .

Y

}, Mitigation measures ___ were, _X _ were not, made a condition of the approval of the project.

t is hereby certified that the final environmenta! report, including comments and responses, is available to the general
ywublic at the office of the Land Development Review Division, Fifth Floor, City Operations Building, 1222 First
yvenue, San Diego, CA 92101,

\nalyst: ‘Cass : Telephone:  (639) 446-5330
Filed by:
Signature
Title

reference: California Public Resources Code, Sections 21108.and 21152,
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PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
MINUTES OF REGULAR SCHEDULED MEETING OF
MARCH 1, 2007
IN CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS - 12" FLOOR
CITY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

CERONOLOGY OF THE MEETING:
Chairperson Schultz called the meeting to order at 9:08 a.m. Chairperson Schultz adjoumned the
meeting at 10:33 p.m. :

A TTUTIIRTT A T AT T TR T AL T TR

Al J-J-—d-'\u”l..‘\_—.l.r UUi\Li‘\J LR VIR L DN

Chairperson Barry Schultz-present
Vice-Chairperson Kathleen Garcia- present
Commissioner Robert Griswold- present
Commissioner Gil Ontai-present
Commissioner Dennis Qtsuji- present
Commissioner Eric Naslund- present
Vacancy

Mary Wright, Planning Deparunent — present
Mike Westlake, Development Services-present
Shirley Edwards, City Attomey- present
Sabrina Curtin, Recorder-present




e

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES OF MARCH 1, 2007 PAGE
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0026 2%%ru TaE corRrECTIONS INDICATED BY THE PLANNING COMMIS SION.

ITEM-8:

ITEM-9::

Second by Commissioner Ontai. Passed by a 5-1-1 vote with Commissioner
Griswold votmc nay and one vacancy.

e

Continued from January 25, 2007 & February 8, 20%

*T,AS PALMAS - PROJECT NO. 9;1.78’
T

’//

COMMISSION ACTIOT\
MOTION BY COMMIS STONER GRISWOLD TO CONTINUE TO

MARCH 29, 2007 -Second by Commissioner Otsup
Passed by a 6+ 0~ vote with one vacancy.

______/

Continued from February &, 2007:

*STEBBINS RESIDENCE - PROJECT NO. 51076

* Laila Iskander updated the Comn‘ussmn since tbe project was heard on Februarv R

B YeTali

ALY N

Speaker slip subm:[tted in favor by David Stebbms

Speaker slips submitted 1n oppositon by Nancy Taylor, William Wilson, and Landry
Watson.
Public Testimony was closed.

COMML[SSION ACTION:
MOTION BY COMMISSIONER GRISWQLD TO CERTIFY MITIGATED

NEGATIVE DECLARATION NO. 51076, AND ADOPT THE MITIGATION,
MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM.

APPROVE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 147134 AND APPROVE
SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT NO. 389936, '

Second by Commissioner Naslund passed by a 6-0-1 vote with a vacancy.
Resolution No. 4227-PC.

2



